




















































Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx 3-1 Project Description 

 

 PURPOSE AND PROPOSED ACTIONS As indicated above in Section 1.1, the proposed Project consists of (1) development of the Cohen Property (Phase II of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan) and (2) required changes to the Orange-Olive Specific Plan for development of the proposed Project (Phase II).  For clarity, the proposed Cohen Property is referred to as the “proposed Project” and/or “Phase II”, and changes to the Orange-Olive Specific Plan are referred to as Zone Change (ZC) No. 1297-19 (Amendment to the Orange Olive Specific Plan). A subsequent MND is proposed to evaluate the proposed Project (Phase II) and the Zone Change (Amendment to the Orange-Olive Specific Plan) in conjunction with the proposed entitlement requests, which include the following discretionary approvals required from the City of Orange: (1) Zone Change (ZC) No. 1297-19 (Amendment to the Orange Olive Specific Plan); (2) Major Site Plan Review No. 0969-19; (3) Tentative Tract Map No. 0049-19; (4) Design Review No. 4969-19; and (5) Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) No. 1865-19.   Actions associated with the Zone Change (Amendment to the Orange Olive Specific Plan), which is required for development of the proposed Project (Phase II), are as follows: 
 Adjust the Specific Plan boundary to include the Phase II area, which is defined as the 2.9-net-acre Project site located at 301 East Grove Avenue in the City of Orange.  
 Update the Specific Plan text and associated exhibits to reflect any changes resulting from the proposed Project (Phase II). The changes are summarized below in Table 3-1 and the amended Orange-Olive Specific Plan is included in its entirety as Appendix A.  

TABLE 3-1 
SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO ORANGE-OLIVE SPECIFIC PLAN   

Development 
Name 

Phase I Phase II Zone Change (Amendment to the Orange 
Olive Specific Plan) Irving House Cohen Property Development One residential development One residential development Two residential developments.  Delineation of Phase I (initial development) and Phase II as proposed development. Net area 2.33 acres 2.90 acres 5.23 acres Total dwelling units 25 32 57 Density 10.7 dus/ac 11.0 dus/ac 10.9 dus/ac Parking  Garage: 50 Guest parking: 22 Total: 72 Garage: 64 (minimum 2 spaces/unit) Guest Parking: 28 (0.88 spaces/unit) Total: 92 (2.88 spaces/unit) 

Garage: 114 (Phase I + Phase II) Guest parking: 50 (Phase I + Phase II) Total: 164 
Source: Orange-Olive Specific Plan (Appendix A to this Initial Study).  
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 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

3.2.1 Proposed Dwelling Units The proposed Cohen Property Project involves demolition and removal of the existing shopping center and associated parking areas and site improvements; preparation of the site for redevelopment (e.g., clearing and grading); and construction of 32 single-family detached, two-story dwelling units; internal drive aisles; and common open space on the 2.9-acre site. Table 3-2 provides the breakdown of the proposed dwelling units. The proposed Project would have a development density of 11.0 units per acre, which is within the allowable density range for the LMDR designation of 6 to 15 units per acre.  
TABLE 3-2 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT (PHASE II)  
Floor Plan Number of Units Floor Area (sf) Total Floor Area (sf) P1 11 1,891 20,801 P2 9 1,947 17,523 P3 12 2,050 24,600 

Total 32 Total 62,924 sf – square feet Source: KTGY 2020. The proposed dwelling units would feature three different plans. The units with the P3 plan would be located along the northern and southern perimeters of the site, and the units with P1 and P2 plans would be interspersed at the eastern, western, and central portions of the site. The units along North Orange Olive Road would have either a side entrance or an entrance that faces toward an internal drive aisle.  The units facing East Grove Avenue would have entrances that face East Grove Avenue; while all other proposed units would have side entrances or face the drive aisles internal to the site. Exhibits 3-1, Conceptual Site Plan, 3-2, Conceptual Landscape Plan, and 3-2a, Conceptual Planting Plan show the location of the proposed dwelling units, open space, landscape and planting, access driveway, and drive aisles. Exhibits 3-3a through 3-3c, Plan 1 Perspectives, Plan 2 Perspectives, and Plan 3 Perspectives, show design variations within each plan.  
Open Space and Landscaping The proposed Project’s overall open space consists of common landscape areas, private open space (yard), and common open space area.    Common open space would be provided at one centralized location while private open spaces would occur in the form of rear and front yards for each unit. Common landscaped areas would be located at the Project street frontages and entry along East Grove Avenue, as well as throughout the interior of the Project site, buffering the residences from the interior roadways. Table 3-3 provides the breakdown of the proposed open space areas and Exhibit 3-2c, Conceptual Open Space Plan, shows the types and acreage of open space throughout the Project site. Additionally, the Project proposes a common open space area (1,563 sf) located directly at the end of the entry interior road. This common open space proposes amenities for the residences of the development, including shade structure, picnic tables, and barbeque. A total of 22,090 sf (approximately 690 sf per unit) of private open space is provided on the Project site. In addition, common landscape area, approximately  17,972 sf, in the form of frontage along Orange-Olive Road, 
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entry along Grove Avenue, and interior of Project site to buffer residences from interior roadways, would be landscaped with drought tolerant trees and plants, similar to Phase I frontage landscaping to ensure a consistent landscape design. Landscaping and walkways would be provided between units and along both sides of the main drive aisle. Refer to Table 3-3 for a summary of open space for the proposed Project.  
TABLE 3-3 

PROPOSED OPEN SPACE (PHASE II) 
 

Open Space Location Size (sf) Improvements HOA Common Open Space (Landscape Area) 
Project street frontages and entry along Grove Avenue and interior of Project site to buffer residences from interior roadways 17,972 -- 

HOA Common Open Space Center of the site 1,563 Landscaping and resident amenities including shade structure, picnic tables, and barbeque  Private Open Space Front, side, and rear yards of each unit 22,090 (approximately 690 sf per unit) Homeowner installed and maintained Total Open Space Provided  41,625  Notes:  sf – square feet Source: KTGY 2020. The Orange Municipal Code Section 17.14.070 (R-3 zone) requires 250 sf of useable open space per dwelling unit or a total of 8,000 sf for the proposed Project. The Specific Plan does not carry forward the R-3 zone requirements for minimum open space dimensions, common open space, or amenities.  As indicated above in Table 3-3, the Project would provide 19,535 sf of HOA common open space and 22, 090 sf of allowable private open space for a total of 41,625 sf of usable open space, which would exceed the City requirement by 33,625 sf.  
3.2.2 Project Access/Parking An entrance driveway is proposed with direct access from East Grove Avenue, along the southern boundary of the Project site. The driveway would connect to internal drive aisles (25 feet wide) that would create five “T” cul-de-sacs and one “L” cul-de-sac on the site, to provide vehicle and pedestrian access to the main entryways and garages of the dwelling units. Enclosed two-car garages would be provided for each unit in addition to 28 guest parking spaces, with 11 parallel spaces at various locations along the internal drive aisles and 17 spaces in motor courts.  Phase II provides 28 guest parking spaces, with 11 parallel spaces located along interior drive aisles and 17 in motor courts, providing for a guest parking ratio of 0.88 parking spaces per unit.  Phase II provides 64 garaged spaces for the 32 residences withing Phase II, for a total of 92 spaces and parking ratio of 2.88 per unit.  The Orange Municipal Code Section 17.34.060.A (R-3 zone) requires 2.6 resident parking spaces per dwelling unit and 0.2 guest space per unit. Accordingly, the proposed Project is required to provide 
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99 parking spaces. However, based on the existing established Orange-Olive Specific Plan, the Project is required to provide 2.88 spaces per unit which would total 92 spaces.  The Project meets this requirement by providing for 28 guest parking spaces at a guest parking ratio of 0.88 spaces per unit and 64 spaces per unit and provides for 2.88 spaces per unit (minimum 2.0 garage spaces per unit).   Therefore, the Project would provide for an overall parking ratio of 2.88 spaces per unit, meeting the required parking ratio set by the existing established Orange-Olive Specific Plan.   
3.2.3 Architectural Design The proposed dwelling units would include two stories and would generally feature L-shaped footprints, with 9-foot floor-to-ceiling heights. The residential units are proposed at a maximum height of 27 feet 6 inches. Each unit would feature variations in buildings and roof planes and combinations of hip and gable and tile roofs. Each unit would also have a covered main entry, articulated windows, false upper balconies, and chimneys. Proposed building materials include concrete, stone, metal, stucco, wood, glass and/or other similar composites and would be high quality, durable and resistant to damage, defacing, and weathering. Exhibits 3-4a and 3-4b depict the Conceptual Building Elevations and Exhibit 3-5 depicts the Site Perspective.  
Lighting The Project would include various lights to provide illumination throughout the site. Exhibit 3-6 depicts the Lighting Plan which shows conceptual locations and lighting specifications for the proposed Project   Proposed lighting would be shielded to prevent and minimize light spillover onto neighboring properties.   
Walls and Fencing The Project would include a 6-foot perimeter stucco wall with flat stucco cap along the North Orange-Olive Road frontage, and variable height (3 feet to 6 feet) stucco walls  are proposed along East Grove Avenue frontage. The 17.9-foot front yard setback, established in the Specific Plan, fronts Orange Olive Road. Residential structures are not allowed in the front setback area; however, the Specific Plan allows for private rear yards and residential fences that are 6 feet tall to fall within the front setback area.   The existing 6-foot block walls along the northern and eastern boundaries between the proposed Project site and the Irving House development (Phase I) to the north and existing residential to the east would remain in place. Privacy fences would separate the units from one another and control access to the rear and side yards of each unit. The privacy fences would consist of 5 to 6 feet high tan-colored vinyl fencing. As indicated above, the exterior 6-foot perimeter wall along North Orange Olive Road frontage and the variable height (3 feet to 6 feet) wall along East Grove Avenue frontage would have a stucco finish with either flat stucco cap (6-foot walls) or precast concrete cap (variable height walls). The low-lying walls are limited to the frontage on Grove Avenue and would be consistent with the pedestrian character of Grove Avenue. Exhibit 3-7, Conceptual Wall and Fence Plan depicts the location of the existing and proposed walls and fences and provides conceptual images of proposed walls and fences.   
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3.2.4 Conceptual Landscape Plan The main Project site entry would use an enhanced pavement treatment such as, but not limited to, concrete pavers to provide a more visually appealing entrance. Landscaping along Orange-Olive Road includes a minimum 5-foot-wide landscape buffer, with vine-covered perimeter walls and the addition of large canopy trees.  Landscaping along the Grove Avenue frontage includes a landscape buffer, along with six residential entry accesses conducive to a pedestrian street scene. Landscaping will be installed along the internal streets and the frontages of the new homes.  The proposed Project would preserve the eight parkway trees on East Grove Avenue and proposes on-site landscaping with trees, shrubs and groundcover along the front yards of each unit. Development of the proposed Project would remove one of the existing nine mature jacaranda trees on East Grove Avenue to allow for new Project entry. In addition to the eight preserved mature jacaranda trees, a total of 115 trees would be planted around the perimeter of the site, along the entry, and throughout the interior of the site. These trees include four date palms, one fruitless olive tree, eight Columbia trees, 17 African sumac trees, 15 bronze loquat trees, 31 Brisbane box trees, and 39 Italian cypress/boetica myrtle trees. Additionally, the proposed Project includes several species of vines and espaliers, including bougainvillea and cat’s claw vine  as well as shrubs and ground cover, including aeonium, blue glow agave, aloe, coyote brush, Mexican grass tree, flax lily, echeveria, juncus, La Jolla bougainvillea, Berkeley sedge, western redbud, ‘new gold’ lantana, wax leaf privet, purple needlegrass, coast rosemary, bright star yucca, yellow bells, ‘blue chalk sticks’, red Texas sage, ‘Huntington carpet’, and deer grass. Refer to Exhibit 3-2a, Conceptual Planting Plan for species names, location, size, and quantity proposed and Exhibit 3-2b, Conceptual Landscape Plan, for the overall schematic landscape plan.  
3.2.5 Project Construction  The Project construction schedule has not been determined at this time and any project-level specific construction phasing would occur as appropriate levels of infrastructure and required improvements are provided.  However, a discussion of demolition, grading/construction and off-site improvements required of the Project are provided below.   
Demolition  Implementation of the proposed Project would include demolition of the existing buildings and site improvements. A portion of the demolition and construction debris (65 percent) would be recycled, reused, and/or salvaged in compliance with Chapter 15.17 of the Orange Municipal Code, which adopts the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) by reference. Materials that cannot be recycled, reused, or salvaged would be transported to a local landfill. Any hazardous materials (e.g., asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint) encountered during demolition would be handled and disposed in accordance with SCAQMD rules and other pertinent regulations. 
Grading/Construction The proposed grading of the site would retain the relatively flat topography. Total earthwork proposed is approximately 500 cubic yards of export. The Conceptual Grading Plan is depicted on Exhibit 3-8. Project construction is anticipated to occur in a single phase. Construction activities would utilize standard construction equipment, including earth-moving equipment, trucks, cranes, and forklifts. Construction activities and construction staging would mainly occur within the Project site boundaries. Implementation of traffic control measures during demolition and construction activities would minimize obstruction of vehicle traffic on public roadways in the site vicinity. 
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Off-Site Improvements  Off-site improvements would include modifications to the sidewalks at existing and proposed driveways, parkway improvements, and utility connections (water, sewer, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunication lines) on North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue. Exhibit 3-9 shows the Conceptual Utility Plan. The existing trees on East Grove Avenue would be maintained with the exception of one tree that would be removed to accommodate the entry to the site. These encroachments would occur in compliance with City regulations, as contained in Chapter 12.64 of the Orange Municipal Code. Any right-of-way dedication and public infrastructure improvements would also be done in accordance with Chapter 12.52 of the Orange Municipal Code.  
3.2.6 Discretionary Approvals 

Zone Change No. 1297-19 (Amendment to the Orange Olive Specific Plan) As discussed above, the Project is permitted under the site’s General Plan land use designation of LMDR. As stated in the Land Use Element of the General Plan, the LMDR land use designation is consistent with the R-1-5, R-2-6, R-2-7, R-2-8, R-3, MH, PC, A-1 and P zones (Orange 2010a). Thus, the C-1 zoning of the site is not consistent with its General Plan land use designation (LMDR) and requires a Zone Change.  Since the recent development, immediately to the north of the site, involved a Zone Change from C-1 to R-3 (SP), the Project is also proposing a Zone Change for the site from C-1 to R-3 (SP). The proposed Zone Change would make the zoning designation of the site consistent with its LMDR General Plan land use designation, as shown in the Land Use Policy Map in the General Plan, and would, in turn, make the Project consistent with the Zoning Code. As proposed, the Project would comply with applicable zoning regulations for the R-3 (SP) zone. Refer to Exhibit 3-10 for the proposed Zone Change.  An amendment to the Orange-Olive Specific Plan is requested to allow for adjustment to the Specific Plan boundary to include the proposed Project area (Phase II), located to the south of the existing Orange-Olive Specific Plan area and to update the Specific Plan accordingly to allow for development of the proposed Project or Phase II. Changes associated with the Orange-Olive Specific Plan Amendment are proposed, only as needed, for development of Phase II.  The Orange-Olive Specific Plan Amendment would be consistent with the City of Orange General Plan, as required under State law.    
Major Site Plan Review No. 0969-19 Major Site Plan Review No. 0969-19 is required pursuant to Section 17.10.060, Site Plan Review, of the Orange Municipal Code to allow the construction of a project that is generally not categorically exempt from CEQA. As part of this review process for the Project, the City will review the following: 

 Compatibility of the Project with surrounding development and neighborhoods 
 Building and Site Planning Issues 
 On and Off-Site Circulation and Traffic Safety 
 City Services 
 Environmental Protection 
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Design Review No. 4969-19 In accordance with Section 17.10.070, Design Review, of the Orange Municipal Code, the Project would be subject to design review by the Design Review Committee, as it requires Planning Commission or City Council approval and is subject to a Major Site Plan Review. Design review would ensure that the Project has an internally consistent, integrated design theme in terms of architectural features, landscaping, signage, and secondary functional and accessory features.  
Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 1865-19 In compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City’s Local CEQA Guidelines, the City would adopt Subsequent Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) No. 1865-19, prior to approval of the proposed Project. The Subsequent MND serves as a finding that the Project would not have a significant effect on the environment, with the incorporation of mitigation measures.   
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each statement. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact”. The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced, as discussed below). 5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:  a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.  7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.  8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.  9. The explanation of each issue should identify: a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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 AESTHETICS 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
21099, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?     c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 
    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The discussion in the MND for the Phase I Project determined that the site was not located within or near a scenic vista and would not have a significant impact on a scenic vista. The Project site was paved; used for storage of recreational vehicles, boats, and cars; and surrounded by developed urban uses. The analysis indicated that the nearest designated State scenic highway was two miles away and out of view from the Project site. Thus, it was concluded that Phase I Project development would not adversely impact scenic resources, including scenic resources in a State scenic highway, and impacts would be less than significant. The Phase I Project would meet the development standards and guidelines of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan, which set forth development standards for the Project site similar to those specified under the Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) Zone. The Phase I Project would be visually compatible with surrounding land uses. Thus, it was determined that, while the Phase I Project would change the visual character of the Project site, the change would be favorable and not adverse and would be a less than significant impact.  The potential light and glare impacts were also analyzed, and it was indicated that Phase I Project development would add nighttime lighting to the Project site such as internal streetlights and exterior building security lights. Such proposed lighting would be directed away from adjacent properties in accordance with the City of Orange Municipal Code. It was determined that Phase I Project development would not create a new source of substantial light or glare adversely affecting day or nighttime views in the area, and that such impacts would be less than significant. 
Supplemental Analysis 

Would the Project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  The Project site is developed with commercial/retail buildings and does not offer a scenic view nor is it part of a scenic vista. The Natural Resources Element of the General Plan calls for the preservation of ridgelines and steep hillsides in the City. The site is relatively flat and is not located on a ridgeline or steep hillside area.  
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The scenic resources in the City are generally located in the undeveloped Santiago Hills and the eastern portion of the City. Designated viewscape corridors in the City include SR-91 east of SR-55, Chapman Avenue/Santiago Canyon Road east of Newport Boulevard, and Newport Boulevard south of Chapman Avenue, as shown in the Natural Resources Element of the General Plan (Orange 2010a) and in the General Plan EIR (Orange 2010b). The nearest viewscape corridor is SR-91, approximately 2.0 miles northeast of the site. The Project site is not visible from this viewscape corridor due to distance and intervening structures and trees. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have any significant impacts on views from viewscape corridors. There would be no impact on a scenic vista, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact 

Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? State Route 91 east of SR-55 to Weir Canyon Road is an officially designated State Scenic Highway, and SR-91 east of Weir Canyon Road to the County Line is an eligible State Scenic Highway (Caltrans 2011). This segment of SR-91 is approximately 2.0 miles northeast of the site at its nearest point. The Project site is not part of the views along SR-91 and is not visible from SR-91 due to distance and intervening structures and trees. The Project would have no impacts on public views from the eligible State Scenic Highway segment of SR-91.  Additionally, the Project site is currently developed with commercial/retail buildings, a surface parking lot, and associated improvements and does not contain any scenic resources, including rock outcroppings or historic buildings listed or eligible for the NRHP or CRHR. Scenic resources within the City include Santiago Creek, Santa Ana River, and Santiago Oaks Regional Park. Also, given the distance from the eligible State Scenic Highway segment of SR-91, no views of the site would be visible such that would result in an impact. Therefore, the Project would not result in any significant impacts to scenic resources within a State Scenic Highway, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  

Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? The proposed Project site is located within an urbanized portion of the City that is developed with commercial, industrial, and residential land uses. As such, the Project would not substantially degrade the visual character of public views of the site and surrounding area within a non-urbanized area. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
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The aerial photograph (Exhibit 2-1) previously presented, shows the Project site’s relationship to the surrounding land uses. East Grove Avenue separates the site from Shaffer Park, and North Orange Olive Road separates the site from the BNSF railroad tracks. Due to the developed nature and flat topography of the Project area, the presence of mature trees and existing walls, views of the Project site are limited to immediately adjacent vantage points, as further described below. However, given the views to be analyzed are from public vantage points, only views from Shaffer Park across East Grove Avenue experienced by users of the park would be considered.  
Existing Views and Visual Character  The Project site is currently developed with two single-story commercial/retail buildings, drive aisles, and surface parking. Exhibits 4-1a through 4-1f, Views of the Project Site, include photographs that depict the existing visual character of the Project site. More specifically, Views 1 through 11 on Exhibit 4-1a through Exhibit 4-1f are views of the on-site buildings and site improvements.  

 View 1, looking east from the entrance driveway on North Orange Olive Road, shows an angled view of the front of the larger commercial/retail building and the adjacent drive aisle and parking area. The view depicts mature trees and parking lot lights.  
 View 2, looking north from East Grove Avenue, shows the larger commercial/retail building, as visible from East Grove Avenue through the entry to the commercial center. This building has a cream and beige stucco façade with a false parapet roof and covered building entries. Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units are partially visible at the top of the building. Surface parking lot with parked cars and some landscaping and trees are also depicted in this view.  
 View 3, looking west from the southern section of the site, shows the eastern facade of the smaller commercial/retail building, with stucco walls, false parapet, and glass windows. A trash enclosure and parking spaces are in the foreground. Some onsite trees are visible in this view.  
 View 4, looking west from the onsite surface parking, shows the view of the front of the northwest portion of the larger commercial/retail building and entrance from North Orange Olive Road.  
 View 5, looking west from eastern most portion of the site, shows an angled view of the front of the larger commercial/retail building and the adjacent drive aisle and surface parking, featuring mature trees and parking lot lights.  
 View 6, looking northeast from the intersection of East Grove Avenue and North Orange Olive Road, shows the smaller commercial/retail building at the southwestern corner of the site, as visible from East Grove Avenue. The building is characterized by a cream stucco façade with beige accents, a false parapet roof, and dark glass entry doors.  
 View 7, looking west from the southeastern corner of the site, shows the southern surface parking area on the site and the sidewalk and jacaranda trees along East Grove Avenue. Views of the on-site buildings are partially blocked by existing on-site trees and parked cars.  
 View 8, looking north from southeastern corner of the site from East Grove Avenue entrance, shows the eastern drive aisle, with a 6-foot block wall separating the site from the adjacent residences. Trees and landscaping along the drive isle are visible in this view.  
 View 9, looking northeast from the northwester portion of the site along North Orange Olive Road, shows the northern drive aisle lined with overhead power lines on wooden poles and the rear facade of the larger commercial/retail building, with a 6-foot block wall separating 
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the site from adjacent two-story residences. The wrought iron gate and fencing blocking entry to the rear of the site are visible in this view.  
 View 10, looking east from the northwestern corner of the site, shows the recently constructed single-family homes to the north of the site (visible on the left side of the photograph), with the wooden utility poles with transformers and power lines in the foreground. The view depicts the rear of the existing onsite structure. 
 View 11, looking east from the intersection of North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue, shows East Grove Avenue, lined with street trees along the site (on the left side of the photograph) and green construction fencing along Shaffer Park to the south of the site (on the right side of the photograph).  

Visual Changes  During demolition and construction activities at the Project site, views of construction equipment; ongoing demolition and construction activities; short-term stockpiles of building materials and debris; and haul trucks delivering building materials and removing debris would be visible from surrounding area. These views would be typical of construction sites in an urban environment and temporary nature. Therefore, the impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Once construction is completed, the proposed Project would alter views of the Project site by replacing the existing shopping center with surface parking and associated improvements, with 32 detached dwelling units, each 2 stories high, with internal drive aisles and landscaped areas. The units facing East Grove Avenue would have entrances that face East Grove Avenue, while all other proposed units would have side entrances or face the drive aisles internal to the site. The unit orientation to Grove Avenue will serve to create a neighborhood frontage interfacing the park.  The individual units would be clustered around six cul-de-sacs internal to the site. First floor garages would be provided at the front of each unit with the exception of the six units that face East Grove Avenue, with main entries at the front or side facades. The visual characteristics of the units are presented in Exhibits 3-4a through 3-4c.  Private open space areas would be provided at the front, side and rear of each unit, with side and rear yards fenced in. Common open space would be provided at a single location, at the center of the Project site, which would be landscaped and visually appealing.  Section 6.4, Landscape Architecture Guidelines of the Amendment to the Orange-Olive Specific Plan, provides guidelines that are intended to contribute to the enhancement of community character, create a landscaped environment that enhances the pedestrian experience along the street frontages, and provide a plant palette that is sensitive to the surrounding environment and complements the architecture.  Given the quality of the design and architecture, the Project would be an improvement over the existing condition of the site. The visual effect of the proposed six-foot high perimeter wall along Orange Olive Road would be softened with the use of vines (Cat’s claw vine). In addition, espaliers (Bougainvillea) would be planted at the three walkways along East Grove Avenue.  In light of this, view of the site from a public vantage point (Shaffer Park across East Grove Avenue) would be of a high-quality development with landscaping, common, and private open space area visible from Shaffer Park and adjacent roadways.  The Natural Resources Element of the General Plan calls for boulevard landscaping and the preservation of street trees. The Project would preserve existing mature jacaranda street trees along East Grove Avenue (with the exception of one mature jacaranda tree that would be removed to accommodate the entry to the site) and would plant new street trees on North Orange Olive Road in accordance with the City’s Street Tree Master Plan and Street Tree Ordinance. On-site trees would be 
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removed, replaced and/or maintained in accordance with the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 12.32, Tree Preservation, of the City’s Municipal Code). The landscape plan would also comply with Chapter 16.50, Landscaping Requirements, of the Orange Municipal Code, as reviewed and approved by the City’s Community Services Division, in coordination with the Planning Division. Compliance with these regulations is required under RR BIO-1 in Section 4.4, Biological Resources. In addition, all on-site utility infrastructure would be designed in accordance with the City’s requirements. The Project would also comply with the sign regulations in the City’s Zoning Code, as needed.  Additionally, to ensure the Project meets the City regulations, the Project would be subject to design review by the Design Review Committee, in accordance with Section 17.10.070, Design Review, of the Orange Municipal Code (see Regulatory Requirement [RR] AES-1). This review would ensure that the Project has an internally consistent, integrated design theme in terms of architectural features, landscaping, signage, and secondary functional and accessory features. Compliance with RR AES-1 would prevent degradation of the visual quality of the site. While the proposed Project would alter the existing visual character of the Project site from a commercial land use to a residential development and would change views from surrounding public vantage point (i.e., Shaffer Park), this change would not be considered a substantial degradation of the Project site or its surroundings. The new development would replace older structures and increase visual interest and character of the site with quality design and landscaping. The introduction of 32 residences and associated site improvements would also be compatible with Phase I of the Orange-Specific Plan, and the existing residential uses east of the proposed Project.  In the absence of scenic resources in the vicinity of the site, the Project would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality and resources. With Project compliance of City regulations through RR AES-1 and RR BIO-1, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR AES-1 below and RR BIO-1 in Section 4.4, Biological Resources. 
RR AES-1 As part of the entitlement and review by the Design Review Committee, the Project Applicant/Developer shall submit proposed site development and building plans for the review and approval by the City. The City shall review these plans for compliance with applicable requirements of Section 17.10.070, Design Review, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area? The Project site is located in an area that is already subject to ambient lighting from the existing shopping center, parking lot, and surrounding uses including the newly renovated Schaffer Park located across East Grove Avenue. Streetlights are also present on North Orange Olive Road. The on-site light sources include exterior building lights, parking lot pole lights, and interior building lights visible through glass windows. 
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With the demolition of the shopping center and removal of existing on-site light sources, new light sources would be provided with the proposed dwelling units, along the internal drive aisles, and in the common open space area as depicted in Exhibit 3-6, Conceptual Lighting Plan. This would change lighting levels at the Project site but would be consistent with the ambient and night-time lighting at the residential uses surrounding the site. All on-site light fixtures would be directed, controlled, screened or shaded to avoid spill-over onto surrounding land uses, in accordance with Section 17.12.030, Lighting, of the Orange Municipal Code (see RR AES-2). Additionally, the existing perimeter block walls located on the northern and eastern Project boundaries would provide screening of on-site lighting onto adjacent residential uses. The headlights of vehicles coming to and from the site would be directed south of the proposed driveway on East Grove Avenue and into the parking lot of Shaffer Park, and not into adjacent residences. Due to the urban nature of the Project site and surrounding areas and existing lighting at and near the Project site, impacts associated with new lighting from the proposed Project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  Glare is a common daytime phenomenon and is due mainly to the occurrence of a high number of days per year with direct sunlight and the presence of large reflective surfaces. Excessive glare not only restricts visibility but also increases the ambient heat reflectivity in a given area. Glare is caused by light reflections from pavement, vehicles, and building materials such as reflective glass and polished surfaces. During daylight hours, the amount of glare depends on intensity and direction of sunlight. Glare can create hazards to motorists and nuisances for pedestrians and other viewers. As shown on the building elevations presented on Exhibits 3-4a through 3-4c, the proposed dwelling units would be constructed with primarily non-reflective materials such as stucco on the exterior facades and concrete or clay tile roofing. The use of glass would be confined to windows and is not such that would generate substantial glare affecting surrounding uses. Additionally, during nighttime, the proposed lighting would not be more intense than the surrounding uses, and no lighting that is considered of high intensity such as high wattage security lighting is proposed that would cause substantial nighttime glare. Furthermore, Chapter 17.12.030 of the Orange Municipal Code requires that lighting in residential properties be designed to prevent glare or direct illumination of any public sidewalk or thoroughfares (see RR AES-2). With Project compliance of City regulations (RR AES-2), less than significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR AES-2 Exterior lighting for the Project shall be designed and constructed in compliance with Section 17.12.030, Lighting, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?     
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?     c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104[g])? 

    
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?     e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The potential impacts pertaining to Agricultural and Forestry Resources were analyzed in the MND for Phase I Project. As discussed, the Phase I Project site was mapped as Urban and Built-Up Land; was not in agricultural use or zoned for agricultural use; and was not under a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the discussion concluded that no farmland impacts would occur, and no mitigation would be required. Additionally, no forest use or zoning for forest use was identified on the site. Therefore, Phase I Project development would not impact forest lands, and no mitigation would be required. 
Supplemental Analysis 

Would the Project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? Based on review of the Orange County Important Farmland 2016 prepared by the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), there are no lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance on or near the Project site. Rather, the Project site and surrounding areas are designated as Urban and Built-Up Land (FMMP 2018). Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses. There would be no impact on designated Farmland, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
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Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? The Project site is zoned C-1 and the Project proposes a Zone Change to R-3 (SP). While the City has an Agriculture (A-1) zone, the site and the surrounding areas are zoned for commercial, industrial, and residential land uses (Orange 2016a). There are no nearby A-1 zones and there are no Williamson Act contracts in the City (WAP 2012). Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract. There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220[g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code 
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code Section 51104[g])? The Project site is not zoned as forest land and the proposed Zone Change from C-1 to R-3 (SP) would not lead to the rezoning of forest land or timberland to other uses. There is no designated forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned “Timberland Production” in the City of Orange (Orange 2016a). There would be no impact, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? The Project site is not considered a forest land and is not located in or near any forest land. The nearest forest is the Cleveland National Forest, which is approximately 9.0 miles east of the Project site (USFS 2018). Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of forestland or the conversion of forestland to non-forest use. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? The Project site is located in an urbanized area that is developed primarily with commercial, industrial, and residential land uses. There are no agricultural or forest land on or near the Project site. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the loss or conversion of Farmland to non-
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agricultural use or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 AIR QUALITY  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?     b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?     

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?     d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial number of people?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND As analyzed in the MND for the Phase I, project construction and operation would not generate emissions exceeding South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) significance thresholds. The Phase I Project, which proposed development of 25 residential units onsite, was consistent with the pre-existing Low Medium Density Residential (LMDR) General Plan designation. Thus, the MND concluded that the Phase I Project would not conflict with the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan. The MND analyzed the construction impacts of the Phase I Project and concluded that construction would not generate emissions exceeding SCAQMD regional or localized significance thresholds; and, thus, Phase I Project construction emissions impacts would be less than significant. The MND determined that total Phase I Project operational emissions from area, energy, and mobile sources would not exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds, and that Phase I Project operational emissions impacts would be less than significant. The MND concluded that Phase I Project construction and operation would not expose persons to substantial concentrations of criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants, or carbon monoxide hotspots, and that impacts regarding exposure of persons to substantial pollutant concentrations would be less than significant. The Project would result in less than significant cumulative health impact. 
Supplemental Evaluation The City of Orange is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), a 6,600-square-mile area bound by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The SoCAB includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties, in addition to the San Gorgonio Pass area of Riverside County. The SoCAB’s terrain and geographical location (i.e., a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys and low hills) determine its distinctive semi-arid climate, which is characterized by moderate temperatures, oceanic influence, and precipitation limited to a few storms during the winter (November through April).  
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Criteria Pollutants, Ambient Air Quality, and Attainment Status The criteria pollutants for which federal standards have been promulgated and that are most relevant to this air quality impact analysis are ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Respirable particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less is referred to as PM10. Fine particulate matter, PM2.5, is a subgroup of PM10 that consists of smaller particles that have an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less. Ozone is a gas that is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)—both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust—undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. Thus, VOCs and NOx are O3 precursors. The State of California has ambient air quality standards for these pollutants and also for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles.  The SCAQMD has divided the SoCAB into 38 SRAs, with a designated ambient air monitoring station representative of each area. The Project site is in the area represented by measurements made at the Anaheim-Pampas Lane Monitoring Station located on 1630 West Pampas Lane, approximately 5 miles west of the Project site. The pollutants measured at the Anaheim-Pampas Lane Station include O3, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5. The monitored air quality data from 2015 to 2017 shows that the national and State standards were exceeded in all 3 years for O3 (8-hour), and State standards were exceeded in 2015 and 2016 for O3 (one hour) (CARB 2019). Based on monitored air pollutant concentrations, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) designate an area’s status in attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), respectively, for selected criteria pollutants. These attainment designations are shown in Table 4-1.  These attainment designations are shown in Table 4-1.  
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TABLE 4-1 
ATTAINMENT STATUS OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS 

IN THE SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN  
Pollutant State Federal O3 (1 hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment O3 (8 hour) Nonattainment PM10 Nonattainment Attainment/Maintenance PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment CO Attainment Attainment/Maintenance NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance SO2 Attainment Attainment Lead Attainment Attainment/Nonattainmenta All others Attainment/Unclassifiedb No standards O3: ozone; PM10: particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter; PM2.5: particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter; CO: carbon monoxide; NO2: nitrogen dioxide; SO2: sulfur dioxide; SoCAB: South Coast Air Basin; CARB: California Air Resources Board. a  Los Angeles County is classified nonattainment for lead; the remainder of the SoCAB is in attainment of the State and federal standards. b “Unclassified” designation indicates that the air quality data for the area are incomplete and do not support a designation of attainment or nonattainment. Source: SCAQMD 2016. 

Toxic Air Contaminants The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV (MATES IV) is a monitoring and evaluation study conducted in the SoCAB and is part of the SCAQMD Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Initiative (SCAQMD 2015a) and uses methods and guidelines established by the State Office of Environmental Health and Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) in 2003. The study focuses on the carcinogenic risk from exposure to air toxics and does not estimate mortality or other adverse health effects from particulate exposures. The MATES IV study uses 2012 monitored data to model risk throughout the SoCAB. The modeled carcinogenic risk for the area that includes the Project site is 1,019 per 1 million persons (SCAQMD 2015c). This risk is comparable to the calculated SoCAB population-weighted risk of 897 per 1 million persons for the air basin (SCAQMD 2019).  
Air Quality Management Plan The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations; establishes permitting requirements for stationary sources; inspects emissions sources; and enforces such measures through educational programs or fines, when necessary. The SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, and indirect sources. It has responded to this requirement by preparing a sequence of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs). On March 3, 2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which is a regional and multi-agency effort (SCAQMD, CARB, Southern California Association of Governments [SCAG], and USEPA). The 2016 AQMP incorporates the latest scientific and technical information and planning assumptions, including the 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS); updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories; and SCAG’s latest growth forecasts (SCAQMD 2016). The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring an area into compliance with the requirements of federal and State air quality standards. For a project to be 
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consistent with the AQMP, the pollutants emitted from the project should not (1) exceed the SCAQMD CEQA air quality significance thresholds or (2) conflict with or exceed the assumptions in the AQMP.  
Sensitive Receptors  Sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to children, the elderly, persons with preexisting respiratory or cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage in frequent exercise. The Project site is located in a mixed-use neighborhood. The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are residences to the north and east of the Project and Shaffer Park, located south of the Project across East Grove Avenue. 
Existing On-Site Emissions The Project site is currently occupied by a shopping center (Shaffer Park Center). As such, existing operations generate air pollutant emissions from a variety of sources such as the vehicle trips generated by the land use (mobile); natural gas used for heating and hot water; landscape and building maintenance equipment; and consumer products. Existing emissions from the site were estimated using the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2 computer program (CalEEMod 2013). CalEEMod is designed to model construction and operational emissions for land development projects and allows for the input of Project- and County-specific information. The CalEEMod model input was based on the building area and the vehicle trip generation rate provided in the Traffic Memorandum (See Appendix G). Existing criteria pollutant emissions are shown in Table 4-2.  

TABLE 4-2 
EXISTING EMISSIONS 

Source 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 Area sources  1   <1  <1  <1  <1  <1 Energy sources  <1  <1  <1  <1  <1  <1 Mobile sources  2   9  22   <1 6  2  
Total Existing Operational 

Emissions 3 9 22 <1 6 2 lbs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; SOx: sulfur oxides; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less Some totals do not add due to rounding. Note: CalEEMod model data sheets are included in Appendix B.  
Thresholds of Significance The SCAQMD provides significance thresholds for both construction and operation of projects within the SCAQMD jurisdictional boundaries. The SCAQMD recommends that projects be evaluated in terms of the quantitative thresholds established to assess both the regional and localized impacts of Project-related air pollutant emissions. The City of Orange uses the SCAQMD thresholds to determine whether a proposed Project would have a significant impact. These SCAQMD thresholds are identified in Table 4-3. 
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TABLE 4-3 
SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT  

AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS  
Mass Daily Thresholds (lbs/day) 

Pollutant Construction Operation VOC 75 55 NOx 100 55 CO 550 550 PM10 150 150 PM2.5 55 55 SOx 150 150 Lead 3 3 SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District; lbs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; and, SOx: sulfur oxides. Source: SCAQMD 2015b. 
Would the Project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? Pursuant to the SCAQMD CEQA Handbook, there are two key indicators of AQMP consistency: 1. Whether the Project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions in the AQMP. 2. Whether the Project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP based on the year of Project buildout. With respect to the first criterion, the following analyses demonstrate that the construction and operation of the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts based on Project emissions being below the SCAQMD thresholds of significance and, therefore, would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations nor delay the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emissions reductions in the AQMP. The proposed Project is not expected to contribute to the exceedance of any air pollutant concentration standards. 
Construction Emissions The proposed Project would include demolition of on-site buildings and removal of asphalt paving resulting in the export of approximately 3,004 tons of demolition debris and construction of 32 residential units. Air pollutant emissions would include construction equipment exhaust; fugitive dust from demolition and site grading; exhaust and particulate emissions from trucks hauling demolition debris; soil and materials to and from the Project site and from vehicles driven to and from the Project site by construction workers; and volatile emissions from painting and asphalt paving operations.  A project with daily emission rates below the SCAQMD’s established air quality significance thresholds (shown in Table 4-3) would have a less than significant impact on regional air quality. Emissions were 
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estimated using CalEEMod. The CalEEMod model input was based on the Project’s construction assumptions and are included in Appendix B.  
Mass Emissions Thresholds – Maximum Daily Regional Emissions Table 4-4 presents the estimated maximum daily emissions during construction of the proposed Project and compares the estimated emissions with the SCAQMD daily mass emission thresholds. As shown in Table 4-4, Project construction mass daily emissions would be less than the SCAQMD thresholds for all criteria air pollutants. Emissions from proposed construction would not violate any air quality standard or substantially contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. Impacts would be less than significant; and no mitigation is required. 

TABLE 4-4 
ESTIMATED MAXIMUM DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS (LBS/DAY)  

Year VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 2019  3   27   16  <1  4   2  2020  40   18   15  <1  1   1  Maximum Emissions  40   27   16  <1  4   2  
SCAQMD Thresholds (Table 4-3) 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceeds SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No No No No lbs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compound; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; SOx: sulfur oxides; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SCAQMD: South Coast Air Quality Management District. See Appendix B for CalEEMod model outputs.  

Localized Significance Thresholds/Ambient Air Quality In addition to the mass daily emissions thresholds established by the SCAQMD, short-term local impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from on-site emissions of NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 are examined based on SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds (LST) methodology. To assess local air quality impacts for development projects without complex dispersion modeling, the SCAQMD developed screening (lookup) tables to assist lead agencies in evaluating local impacts.  The LST method is recommended for projects of five acres or less. For the purposes of an LST analysis, the SCAQMD considers receptors where it is possible that an individual could remain for 1 hour (for NO2 and CO) and where an individual could be exposed for 24 hours (for PM). The emission limits in the lookup tables are based on the Ambient Air Quality Standards. The closest receptors to the Project site are the residences to the north and east of the site. Table 4-5 shows the maximum daily on-site emissions for construction activities compared with the SCAQMD LSTs with receptors at 25 meters (82 feet); the SCAQMD method prescribes the use of the 25-meter minimum distance for all receptors within 25 meters.1 The highest emissions generated for NOx and CO would occur during the demolition phase, and the highest emissions generated for PM10 and PM2.5 would occur during the grading phase. The thresholds shown are based on a construction disturbance area of 1 acre. As shown in Table 4-5, the local emissions from the proposed Project would be less than the thresholds. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.  1  The LST methodology uses the metric system for receptor distances. 
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TABLE 4-5 
LOCAL SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLD EMISSIONS  

 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 Project maximum daily on-site emissions 22.7 14.9 3.6 2.3 LST: 1-acre site threshold 81 486 4 3 
Exceed threshold? No No No No NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: particulate matter with a diameter 2.5 microns or less; lbs/day: pounds per day; LST: localized significance threshold. Note: Data is for SCAQMD Source Receptor Area 17, Central Orange County. Source: SCAQMD 2009 (thresholds). See Appendix B for CalEEMod model outputs. 

Operational Emissions Operational emissions are comprised of area, energy, and mobile source emissions. The primary area source of VOC emissions associated with the proposed Project would result from the use of consumer products; the major area source of CO emissions would be landscaping equipment. Mobile source emissions are based on estimated Project-related trip generation forecasts, as contained in the Project traffic impact analysis; the proposed Project would generate 302 trips daily. Emissions were calculated with the CalEEMod model. Estimated peak daily operational emissions are shown in Table 4-6, which also includes the existing emissions data to produce a resultant net change in long-term emissions attributable to the proposed Project. As shown in Table 4-6, the operational emissions for the proposed Project would be less than the SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds for all criteria pollutants, and less than existing emissions for all criteria pollutants. Because the Project would result in a net reduction in air pollutant emissions when compared to existing uses, the Project would result in a beneficial impact to air quality during the operations phase. Therefore, the operational impact of the proposed Project on regional emissions would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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TABLE 4-6 
PEAK DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS  

Source 
Emissions (lbs/day) 

VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Project Operational Phase Emissions Area sources  1  <1   3   <1   <1   <1  Energy sources  <1  <1   <1   <1   <1   <1  Mobile sources  1  3   7   <1   2   1  

Total Operational Emissions*  2   3   10   <1   2   1  
Existing Emissions (Table 4-2)  3  9 22  <1 6 2  

Net Change in Emissions  
(Project minus Existing) -1 -6 -12 <1 -4 -1 

SCAQMD Significance Thresholds 
(Table 4-3) 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Significant Impact? No No No No No No lbs/day: pounds per day; VOC: volatile organic compounds; NOx: nitrogen oxides; CO: carbon monoxide; PM10: respirable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less; PM2.5: fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; SOx: sulfur oxides.  * Some totals do not add due to rounding. CalEEMod model data sheets are included in Appendix B.  With respect to the second criterion, the proposed Project would change the existing commercial land use of the site to a residential use. As discussed in Section 3.6, Discretionary Approvals, no change in the land use designation for the Project site is necessary. However, a Zone Change is proposed to make the land use designation and zoning consistent. As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, the proposed Project would result in a reduction in trip generation compared to the existing shopping center. As discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, the 32 units provided by the proposed Project would be occupied by approximately 98 persons. This minimal increase would not induce substantial population growth in the City and would not exceed SCAG’s projected growth for the City and the region. As the AQMP used the growth assumptions by SCAG and the proposed Project would not exceed growth assumptions by SCAG, it would not conflict with the AQMP. This impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
Regulatory Requirements: 
RR AQ-1 All demolition and construction activities shall be conducted in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 403, Fugitive Dust, for controlling fugitive dust and avoiding nuisance. Contractor compliance with Rule 403 requirements shall be mandated in the contractor’s specifications. 
RR AQ-2  All demolition and construction activities shall be conducted in compliance with South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 402, Nuisance, which states that a project shall not “discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property”. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
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Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non- attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard? As identified in Table 4-1, Orange County is a nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The proposed Project would generate PM10, PM2.5, and O3 precursors (NOx and VOC) during short-term construction and long-term operations.  

Construction Activities Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would result in less than significant construction-related regional and localized air quality impacts, as quantified above in Tables 4-4 and 4-5, respectively. Short-term cumulative impacts related to air quality could occur if construction of the proposed Project and other projects in the surrounding area were to occur simultaneously. In particular, with respect to local impacts, the consideration of cumulative construction particulate (PM10 and PM2.5) impacts is limited to cases when projects constructed simultaneously are within a few hundred yards of each other because of (1) the combination of the short range (distance) of particulate dispersion (especially when compared to gaseous pollutants) and (2) the SCAQMD’s required dust-control measures, which further limit particulate dispersion from a project site. Shaffer Park, located to the south of the site, across East Grove Avenue, recently underwent extensive renovations to upgrade park facilities and infrastructure.  The newly renovated park was re-opened in April 2019.  No other projects within the proposed Project vicinity would be under construction concurrent with the proposed Project.  Therefore, local construction emissions would not be cumulatively considerable, and the Project’s cumulative impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Operational Activities As shown in Table 4-6, operational emissions would be well below the SCAQMD CEQA significance thresholds and all criteria pollutant emissions would be less than existing emissions. Because the Project would result in a net reduction in air pollutant emissions as compared to existing uses, the Project would result in a beneficial impact to air quality during the operations phase. Therefore, the proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase of a pollutant for which the SoCAB is in nonattainment. Emissions of nonattainment pollutants or their precursors would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant, no mitigation is required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? A significant impact may occur when a project would generate pollutant concentrations to a degree that would significantly affect sensitive receptors, which include populations that are more susceptible to the effects of air pollution than the population at large. Exposure of sensitive receptors is addressed for the following situations: CO hotspots; criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants (TACs, specifically diesel particulate matter [diesel PM]) from on-site construction; exposure to off-
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site TAC emissions; and asbestos and lead-based paint during demolition. Operational, long-term TACs may be generated by some industrial land uses; commercial land uses (e.g. gas stations and dry cleaners); and diesel trucks on freeways. Residential land uses do not generate substantial quantities of TACs and therefore, TACs produced during the operations phase of the Project are not addressed further in this Subsequent IS/MND.  
Carbon Monoxide Hotspot A CO hotspot is an area of localized CO pollution caused by severe vehicle congestion on major roadways, typically near intersections. As outlined in the Traffic Memorandum, vehicle trips generated by the proposed Project would be less than the trips per day associated with the existing shopping center. Therefore, the proposed Project would not increase congestion or result in a significant impact related to CO hotspots.  
Criteria Pollutants from On-Site Construction Exposure of persons to construction period NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions is discussed in response to Threshold b) above. There would be no significant impacts, and no additional mitigation is required. 
Toxic Air Contaminant (Diesel Particulate Matter) Emissions from On-Site Construction Construction activities would result in short-term emissions of diesel PM from the exhaust of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used for site preparation (e.g., demolition, excavation, and grading); paving; building construction; and other miscellaneous activities. CARB has identified diesel PM as a TAC. The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the substance. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual (MEI) are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer time period. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments—which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions—should be based on a 30 to 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the Project. There would be relatively few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment in operation,2 and the construction period (estimated to be 1 year) would be relatively short when compared to a 30 to 70-year exposure period. Combined with the highly dispersive properties of diesel PM and additional reductions in particulate emissions from newer construction equipment, as required by USEPA and CARB regulations, construction emissions of TACs would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of TACs. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Exposure to Off-Site Toxic Air Contaminant Emissions The CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective provides guidance concerning land use compatibility with TAC sources (CARB 2005). While not a law or adopted policy, the handbook offers advisory recommendations for siting sensitive receptors near uses associated with TACs (such as freeways and high-traffic roads, commercial distribution centers, rail yards, ports,  2  The equipment assumed for the most intense phase, two months of grading, includes one grader, one bulldozer, and one loader. 
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refineries, dry cleaners, gasoline stations, and industrial facilities) to help keep children and other sensitive populations out of harm’s way.  Projects of concern for mobile sources of TACs are typically those located within 500 feet of a freeway, near urban roads with more than 100,000 vehicles per day (ADT), or rural roads with more than 50,000 ADT (CARB 2005). While there are more than 100,000 vehicles per day on SR 55, SR 91 and SR 57 near the site, the Project site is not located within 500 feet of these freeways.  Based on the truck volume data on adjacent roadways, it is concluded that a quantitative health risk assessment is not necessary and the TAC impact to the Project site would be less than significant. With respect to proximity to emissions from railroad sources, CARB recommends avoiding siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail yard; the Project site is east of the BNSF railroad tracks but is not located within 1,000 feet of a service or maintenance yard. CARB also recommends avoiding siting residences within 300 feet of a large gas station or within 500 feet of dry-cleaning operations with two machines using perchloroethylene. There are no dry cleaners within 500 feet or gas stations within 300 feet of the Project site.  The SCAQMD has developed the Facility INformation Detail (FIND), a web tool that allows a search for SCAQMD-regulated facilities that are required to have a permit to operate equipment that releases pollutants into the air. According to FIND, there are permitted emission sources primarily to the west of the Project site (SCAQMD 2019). The permitting process requires that emissions that have the potential to affect human health be evaluated for potential health effects at nearby sensitive receptors. Because there are existing residential uses to the north of the Project site, permits to operate that have the potential to affect human health would have considered residential uses proximate to the Project site and mitigation measures would have been incorporated to ensure that there are no significant issues related to these permitted air pollutant sources. Consequently, the proposed Project would not have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial TACs from stationary or mobile sources. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Exposure to Asbestos and Lead Paint During Demolition Exposure of persons to asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) during demolition is addressed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Subsequent IS/MND. As identified, the buildings on site were built in 1964 and the late 1980s to early 1990s. Demolition of these structures are anticipated to contain ACM and LBP and the presence of ACM and LBP would be confirmed prior to demolition activities. These materials would then be handled in accordance with applicable regulations (RR HAZ-2 through RR HAZ-4). The impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 
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d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? According to the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) CEQA Air Quality 

Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, refineries, landfills, dairies, and composting and fiberglass molding facilities (SCAQMD 1993). The proposed Project does not include any of these uses and the proposed residential development would not produce objectionable odors.  The potential odors emitted during demolition and construction activities would be associated with construction equipment exhaust and the application of asphalt and architectural coatings. In compliance with CARB policy, on-site vehicles and engines may not idle for more than 5 consecutive minutes (CARB 2009). This will reduce potential odors from vehicle/equipment exhaust at the site. Also, these odors would be temporary and sporadic in nature, would readily dissipate with distance, and would cease upon completion of Project construction. Odors emitted during long-term occupancy of the dwelling units would be limited to those generated by kitchen activities, use of stationary equipment (such as lawnmowers), and solid waste storage. These odors would be similar to those generated by adjacent residential uses and would not affect a substantial number of people. Also, solid wastes would be stored in compliance with the Orange Municipal Code Chapter 8.28, Garbage, which includes storage requirements and regular waste collection and off-site disposal. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no significant impact associated with objectionable odors. Other sources of emissions such as toxics were previously addressed. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-24 Environmental Analysis 

 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 
    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?     

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?     

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?     

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?     f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MND determined that the Project site was mostly paved and did not contain habitat suitable for sensitive species and that Project development would involve only minor vegetation removal within the Orange-Olive setback. It was concluded that the site did not support any riparian habitat, wetlands, or other sensitive natural community. The Project site was not identified as being in or near a wildlife movement corridor. The MND concluded that the Project site was not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the MND concluded that the Phase I Project would not result in impacts to biological resources, and no mitigation was identified. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
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plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service? The Project site is located within an urban area and surrounded by commercial, residential, and industrial uses and a park. The site is developed and largely paved, and existing vegetation on the site includes Mexican fan palm and ficus trees, boxwood, day lilies, and groundcover at scattered locations. Jacaranda trees are present in tree wells along East Grove Avenue. The existing landscaping provide potential habitats for common animal species that are typically found in urban areas, such as small mammals, birds, small reptiles, and insects. However, these do not provide natural habitats for sensitive plant and animal species.  Review of the USFWS’ Critical Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species shows there are no designated critical habitat areas on or near the site. The nearest critical habitat is located in the El Modena Open Space, approximately 3.3 miles to the southeast, which supports the coastal California gnatcatcher (USFWS 2018a). Since there are no natural or sensitive biological resources on the Project site, the proposed Project would not impact any candidate, sensitive, or special status species, as identified in the local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). There would be no impact on sensitive species, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? The Project site is currently developed, and stormwater sheet flows across the asphalt pavement, ribbon gutters, and catch basins toward abutting streets. The site supports ornamental landscaping at scattered locations but does not contain riparian habitat or sensitive natural vegetation communities identified by CDFW and USFWS. There would be no impact to riparian habitats or sensitive natural vegetation communities, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact 

Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means?  The site is largely paved and does not support state or federally protected wetlands, or other areas under the jurisdiction of the CDFW, the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Review of the USFWS’ National Wetlands Inventory shows there are no wetlands or riparian areas on the site. The nearest wetland area is the Buckeye Channel, 
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approximately 750 feet south of the site (USFWS 2018b). There would be no impact to this channel or wetlands, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact 

Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? The Project site is developed and is surrounded by residential uses on two sides and roadways on two other sides. While Shaffer Park is an open space area south of the site, this park is surrounded by residential and industrial developments and roadways on all sides. Therefore, the Project site and adjacent areas are not part of or adjacent to a wildlife corridor. As indicated in the General Plan EIR, functional wildlife corridors within the City include the Santiago Creek through the center of the City; the northeastern portion of the City and the Southern California Edison (SCE) utility corridors; and preserved hillsides and ridgelines in the southeastern portion of the City that link with Peters Canyon Park. Therefore, the Project would not affect the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, as the Project is part of none. Also, there are no native wildlife nursery sites on or near the site.  Due to the presence of trees and vegetation on the Project site, there is the potential for birds protected by the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code to nest at the site. The MBTA protects common and special status migratory birds and their nests and eggs. Bird species protected under the provisions of the MBTA are identified by the List of Migratory Birds (50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 10.13, as amended). Since the 1970s, the MBTA has been interpreted to prohibit the accidental or “incidental” take of migratory birds. However, in December 2017, the acting Solicitor of the Department of the Interior issued a new memorandum disclaiming the interpretation of the MBTA as prohibiting incidental take of migratory birds (DOI 2017). In response to the federal changes in interpretation of the MBTA, the CDFW and the California Attorney General have issued an advisory affirming California’s protection for migratory birds (CDFW and Attorney General 2018). Multiple sections of California Fish and Game Code provide protection for nesting birds and raptors. Section 3503 makes it unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. Section 3503.5 specifically addresses raptors (i.e., birds of prey in the orders Falconiformes and 

Strigiformes) and makes it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy these birds or their nest or eggs. Section 3513 prohibits the take or possession of migratory non-game birds as designated by the MBTA or any part of such bird. If demolition and site clearing activities occur during the nesting season, active bird nests on the site may be disturbed or destroyed by the proposed Project, resulting in a significant impact. Therefore, MM BIO-1 is recommended to avoid impacts to nesting birds and their fledglings.  Upon completion of construction and landscaping activities on the site, newly planted trees and landscaping would provide nesting habitat for migratory birds. Therefore, impacts to migratory birds would occur during the construction phase but would be less than significant with implementation of MM BIO-1.  
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Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

Mitigation Measures:  
MM BIO-1  Prior to the issuance of any grading permits, the Community Development Director or designee shall verify that the following requirements for nesting birds and preconstruction survey are completed by the Project Applicant: 

 The start of demolition and site-preparation activities shall be scheduled outside of the bird nesting and breeding season (typically February 1 through August 15). If demolition or site-preparation activities start during the nesting season, a qualified Biologist shall conduct a nesting bird survey in potential bird nesting areas within 200 feet of any proposed disturbance. The survey shall be conducted no more than three days prior to the start of ground disturbance activities (i.e., grubbing or grading).  
 If active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and/or the California Fish and Game Code (which, together, apply to all native nesting bird species) are present in the impact area or within 200 feet of the impact area, a temporary buffer fence shall be erected a minimum of 200 feet around the nest site. This temporary buffer may be greater or lesser depending on the bird species and type of disturbance, as determined by the Biologist.  
 Clearing and/or construction within temporarily fenced areas shall be postponed or halted until juveniles have fledged from the nest and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. The Biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when disturbance activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these nests will occur.  

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? The proposed Project would retain the existing mature jacaranda street trees along the southern property line on East Grove Avenue, with the exception of one mature jacaranda tree that would be removed to accommodate the entry to the site. On-site trees and vegetation would be removed and replaced by a variety of trees, shrubs and groundcovers. The landscape plan would comply with Chapter 16.50, Landscaping Requirements, of the Orange Municipal Code, as reviewed and approved by the City’s Community Services Division together with the Planning Division.  Chapter 12.28, Street Trees, of the City’s Municipal Code regulates the planting or removal of any tree or shrub, stakes or tree guards in, or upon, any public street or right-of-way. Proposed trees on the parkway along North Orange Olive Road would comply with City requirements, including a permit from the Public Works Director/City Engineer and use of trees in the City’s list of recommended street trees.  Chapter 12.32, Tree Preservation, of the City’s Municipal Code regulates the removal of trees, including historical trees, from undeveloped property or public interest property without a permit and requires the planting of replacement trees for those removed. Should the on-site trees be 
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considered historic requiring a permit for removal, the new trees to be planted are expected to provide adequate replacement in accordance with City requirements.  Compliance with these regulations is required under RR BIO-1. Thus, the Project would not conflict with City regulations pertaining to the preservation of trees. Impacts would be less than significant and, no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements:  

RR BIO-1 The proposed on-site and off-site trees shall be planted, preserved, removed, replaced and/or maintained in accordance with Chapter 12.28, Street Trees, Chapter 12.32, Tree Preservation, and Chapter 16.50, Landscaping Requirements, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? The Orange County Central-Coastal Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) covers a 208,000-acre area at the central and coastal portions of Orange County, which includes a portion of the City of Orange. However, the Project site itself is not located within this NCCP/HCP area (CDFW 2018a). The entire Orange County is within the boundaries of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) NCCP/HCP, but no transportation improvements under this NCCP/HCP are proposed on or near the site (CDFW 2018b). The Orange County Southern Subregion HCP covers the southeastern portion of Orange County and does not include land in the vicinity of the Project site (USFWS 2006).  The site is not within the habitat reserve area or areas proposed for conservation in these NCCPs/HCPs. The site is fully developed with commercial/retail buildings, associated surface parking, and site improvements. It supports ornamental landscaping and vegetation and does not contain any habitat for any sensitive plant or animal species. Therefore, there is no potential for conflict with an NCCP or HCP. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?     b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?     c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND (Impacts to paleontological resources were analyzed in the cultural resources section of the MND in 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Checklist in effect at that time). As analyzed in the Phase I Project MND, no historical resources were identified onsite, and Phase I Project development would not impact historical resources. It was determined that, although the Project site was located less than half a mile northwest of the Eichler Fairmeadow Tract (recognized by the City as an area with unique architectural character), Phase I Project development would not impact the historical significance of the Fairmeadow Tract. The MND concluded that the Project site was in areas of historical sensitivity for Early American Development (1860-1875) and Farmstead Development (1870s- 1920); thus ground-disturbing activities could encounter archaeological resources. Phase I Project impacts to archaeological resources were identified as less than significant after implementation of MM-CR-1. The MND determined that it was not anticipated that human remains would be encountered during ground disturbing activities. Potential impacts to human remains were identified as less than significant after compliance with California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, California Public Resources Code §5097.98 and the California Code of Regulations (CCR) §15064.5(e). The MND concluded that Phase I Project ground-disturbing activities could damage paleontological resources that might be buried in site soils, and that impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant with implementation of MM CULT-2.  
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project:  

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
Section 15064.5?  Psomas conducted an archaeological record search on July 19, 2017, at the South-Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) at California State University, Fullerton. An inquiry was made to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a review of the Sacred Lands File database. The NAHC completed its Sacred Lands File, and a Sacred Lands record search was on December 19, 2018. The results of the literature review from SCCIC are presented below in Table 4-7.  
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TABLE 4-7 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC STUDIES NEAR THE PROJECT SITE   

Report 
No.  Author (Year)  Title  Affiliation  Location OR-2256 Carol Demcak (1999)  Cultural Resources Assessments for Orange County Sanitation Districts Archaeological Resource Management Corp. 0.5 mile  

OR-3287 Roger Mason (2002) Historic Property Survey Report for Tustin Branch Trail Network, City of Orange, Orange County, California Chambers Group, Inc. 0.5 mile 
OR-3458 Wayne Bonner (2006) 

Cultural Resource Records Search and Site Visit Results for T-Mobile Candidate La02881d (Anillo Industries), 2090 North Glassell Avenue, Orange, Orange County, California 
Michael Brandman Associates 0.5 mile 

OR-3916 Bai “Tom” Tang (2010) 
Preliminary Historical/Archaeological Resources Study, Olive Subdivision Positive Train Control (PTC) Project, Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) Cities of Anaheim, Orange, and Placentia, Orange County, California 

CRM Tech 0.5 mile 
The City’s Historic Building Survey was conducted in 1982 with updates in 1992 and 2005 and was used to support nominations to the NRHP and CRHR. It constitutes a recognized list of historic resources in the City and is reflected in the Cultural Resources and Historic Preservation Element of the General Plan (Orange 2006). The Cultural Resources and Historic Preservation Element identifies 11 historical resources and 2 historic districts in the City that are included in the NRHP. The majority of these historic resources are located within the Old Towne Orange Historic District. The City has also designated a local historic district (Old Towne District) that partially overlaps with the Old Towne Orange Historic District. Various other structures and sites in the City are identified as potentially eligible for the NRHP, CRHR and/or the Local Register, and there are three proposed local historic districts and three proposed neighborhood conservation areas (Orange 2010a). At the November 13, 2018 meeting, the City Council approved historic district designations for the three Orange Eichler tracts (Fairhaven, Fairhills, and Fairmeadow) and adopted the Orange Eichler Design Standards. The Eichler Historic Districts went into effect on January 11, 2019 (Orange 2019).  The Project site is not situated in a historic district or conservation area. Therefore, no direct impacts to contributing elements to a historic district would occur, and no mitigation is required. In terms of existing structures on the site, the larger building on the site was built in 1964 (over 50 years old), while the smaller building was built in the late 1980s to early 1990s (about 30 years old). The on-site buildings are not listed in the NRHP or the CRHR and are not considered as a historic object, historic site, or significant historic resource by the City; nor is the site located within an existing or proposed historic or a neighborhood conservation area. The architectural style of the two commercial/retail buildings is generally nondescript (e.g., one-story, wood-frame construction with stucco walls and false parapet on flat roofs, cloth/metal awnings, glass doors/windows). 
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However, a Craftsman style single-family home immediately east of the site (at 2000 N. Shaffer Street) was built in 1914 and is considered by the City as a significant historic resource. Another Craftsman style single-family home northeast of the site (at 2056 N. Shaffer Street) was built in 1909 and is also considered by the City as a significant historic resource (Orange 2018i). The Project would not disturb the single-family home east of the site or the other residence to the northeast. Thus, no direct impacts to historic resources would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required. 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5? The Project site is located within an urbanized area and has been previously graded and developed. Thus, no archaeological resources are expected to be present on the Project site. No known archaeological sites are located on the Project area or in the immediately surrounding area, as indicated by an archaeological and historic record search through the SCCIC and a Sacred Lands File Search through the NAHC. Although no known resources have been recorded within the Project boundaries, the area surrounding the Project area was occupied by Gabrieliño and Juaneño tribes during the prehistoric period. As such, any earth-moving activities within native sediment may adversely impact unknown buried archaeological resources. This potential impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level with implementation of MM CULT-1.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact After Mitigation  
Previously Approved Mitigation Measures:  

MM CULT-1 In the event a previously unrecorded archaeological deposit is encountered during construction, all activity on site shall cease, and the City shall be immediately notified. An Archeologist meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualifications for Archaeology as defined at 36 CFR Part 61, Appendix A (Professional Archaeologist) shall be retained by the developer to flag the area in the field and determine if the archaeological deposits meet the CEQA definition of historical (State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(a)) and/or unique archaeological resource (Public Resources Code 21083.2(g)). If the find is considered a “resource” the Qualified Professional shall prepare a plan and pursue either protection in place or recovery, salvage, and treatment of the deposits. Recovery, salvage, and treatment protocols shall be developed in accordance with applicable provisions of Public Resource Code Section 21083.2 and State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 and 15126.4. If unique archaeological resources cannot be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state, recovery, salvage, and treatment shall be required at the Applicant’s expense. All recovered and salvaged resources shall be prepared to the point of identification and permanent preservation by the Qualified Professional. Resources shall be identified and curated into an established accredited professional repository. The Qualified Professional shall have a repository agreement in hand prior to initiating recovery of the resource. Excavation as a treatment option will be restricted to those parts of the unique archaeological resource that would be damaged or destroyed by the project. In the event of an accidental discovery or recognition of human remains, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance 
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of the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner is contacted. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission will be contacted within 24 hours and the most likely descendent contacted. Any further actions will be determined at that point. The Applicant shall implement all recommendations made by the Archaeologist. On-site activity may continue at the direction of the Qualified Professional and the City.  Following recovery, a final report containing site forms, a summary of resource significance, and recovery and treatment documentation shall be submitted immediately to the Community Development Department and SCCIC. All information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary objects shall be in a separate confidential addendum and not made available for public disclosure. The final written report shall be submitted to the appropriate regional archaeological Information Center prior to Building Permit Final. (Orange-Olive Residential Development Project No. 1837-14 
Previously Approved Measure MM-CR-1) 

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  The Project site is fully developed, is largely paved, and has been subject to past disturbance. There are no nearby cemeteries and no human remains are known to be present on the site. Thus, demolition of existing structures and site improvements and construction of the Project is not expected to disturb human remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that if human remains are discovered on site, no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Since compliance with State regulations is required for all development (refer to RR CULT-1), no additional mitigation is required in the unlikely event human remains are discovered on site. Impacts associated with this issue are expected to be less than significant, and mitigation is not required. Compliance with RR CULT-1 would ensure that potential impacts on human remains would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR CULT-1  If human remains are encountered during the conduct of ground-disturbing activities, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition of the materials pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code. The provisions of Section 15064.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines shall also be followed. The County Coroner shall be notified of the find immediately. If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall determine and notify a Most Likely Descendent (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery. The descendent must complete the inspection within 24 hours of notification by the NAHC. The MLD may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of human remains and items associated with Native American burials. These requirements shall be included as notes on the contractor specification and 
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verified by the Community Development Department prior to issuance of grading permits. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 ENERGY 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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Impact 
No 

Impact a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?     
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND 

The topic of Energy was added to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G (Environmental Checklist) in 
December 2018. The Phase I Project MND did not directly address Phase I Project impacts respecting this topic. The Phase I Project MND Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions section determined that Phase I Project development would not conflict with plans or policies for reducing GHG emissions. Among actions encouraged or required by such plans and policies were increasing use of zero-carbon renewable energy and increasing energy efficiency. However, no direct conclusion can be made respecting Phase I Project impacts on wasteful or inefficient energy use or conflicts with plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project:  

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? Section 21100(b)(3) of the California Public Resources Code and Appendix F to the State CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of potential energy impacts of proposed projects. Appendix F states: The goal of conserving energy implies the wise and efficient use of energy. The means of achieving this goal include: (1) Decreasing overall per capita energy consumption, (2) Decreasing reliance on fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas and oil, and (3) Increasing reliance on renewable energy sources. Southern California Edison (SCE) and the Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) are utility companies that currently provide and would continue to provide electrical and natural gas services to the Project site. Compliance with energy efficiency and conservation policies and regulations is discussed in this section.  The Natural Resources Element of the General Plan provides for the following policies relative to energy use in the City of Orange (City of Orange 2015a). 
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Policy 2.7:  Coordinate with energy suppliers to ensure adequate energy supplies to meet community needs, and to promote energy conservation and public education programs for that purpose. Policy 2.9:  Promote City operations as a model for energy efficiency and green building. Policy 2.17: Educate City residents and businesses on the effects of urban runoff, and water and energy conservation strategies. The State of California has also adopted efficiency design standards within the Title 24 Building Standards and CALGreen requirements. Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR, specifically, Part 6) is California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Non-residential Buildings. Title 24 was established by the California Energy Commission (CEC) in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to create uniform building codes to reduce California’s energy consumption and to provide energy efficiency standards for residential and non-residential buildings. The 2013 California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR, Part 11), also known as the CALGreen Code, contains mandatory requirements for new residential and nonresidential buildings throughout California. The development of the CALGreen Code is intended to (1) cause a reduction in GHG emissions from buildings; (2) promote environmentally responsible, cost-effective, healthier places to live and work; (3) reduce energy and water consumption; and (4) respond to the directives by the Governor. In short, the Code is established to reduce construction waste; make buildings more efficient in the use of materials and energy; and reduce environmental impact during and after construction. The regulation of energy efficiency for residential and non-residential structures is established by the CEC and its California Energy Code. Starting on January 1, 2020, all new single-family residential uses will be required to offset their annual electrical demand through the use of energy efficiency and solar photovoltaic panels. These new homes are expected to reduce energy use by more than 50 percent. The proposed Project would be consistent with these objective and policies. 
Construction Project construction would require the use of construction equipment for grading and building activities. All off-road construction equipment is assumed to use diesel fuel. Construction also includes the vehicles of construction workers and vendors traveling to and from the Project site.  Off-road construction equipment use was calculated from the equipment data (mix, hours per day, horsepower, load factor, and days per phase) provided in the CalEEMod construction output files included in Appendix B of this Subsequent IS/MND. The total horsepower hours for the Project was then multiplied by fuel usage estimates per hours of construction activities included in the Off-Road Model.  Fuel consumption from construction worker, vendor, and delivery/haul trucks was calculated using the trip rates and distances provided in the CalEEMod construction output files. Total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) was then calculated for each type of construction-related trip and divided by the corresponding miles per gallon factor using CARB’s EMFAC 2014 model. EMFAC provides the total annual VMT and fuel consumed for each vehicle type. Construction vendor and delivery/haul trucks were assumed to be heavy-duty diesel trucks.  As shown in Table 4-8, a total 18,975 gallons of diesel fuel and 55 gallons of gasoline is estimated to be consumed during Project construction.  
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TABLE 4-8 
ENERGY USE DURING CONSTRUCTION  

Source 
Gasoline - 

gallons 
Diesel Fuel - 

gallons Off-road Construction Equipment 0 17,957 Worker commute 43 0 Vendors 1 0 On-road haul 11 1,018 
Totals 55 18,975 Sources: Psomas 2019 based on data from CalEEMod, OffRoad and EMFAC2014. Fuel energy consumed during construction would be temporary in nature and would not represent a significant demand on energy resources. The Project would also implement best management practices such as requiring equipment to be properly maintained and minimize idling and where feasible, use electric or clean alternative fuel equipment. Furthermore, there are no unusual Project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the State. Energy used in the construction of the Project would enable the development of buildings that meet the latest energy efficiency standards as detailed in California’s Title 24 building standards. Therefore, the proposed construction activities would not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption. 

Operations The proposed Project would promote building energy efficiency through compliance with energy efficiency standards (Title 24 and CALGreen). The Project site is currently occupied by commercial/retail uses. Energy associated with transportation and onsite usage by these existing commercial uses were quantified and compared to uses that would occur under the proposed Project. The net change in emissions are shown in Table 4-9 below. 
TABLE 4-9 

ENERGY USE DURING OPERATIONS  
Land Use Gasoline Diesel 

Natural Gas 
(kBTU/yr) 

Electricity 
(kWh/yr) Existing Land Uses 85,060 16,339 509,641 406,853 Project Land Uses 40,507 3,049 825,757 256,593 

Net Difference  
(Project minus Existing) 

-44,553 -13,290 316,116 -150,260 
Sources: Psomas 2019 As shown in Table 4-9 above, energy consumption associated with existing land uses exceed those for the proposed Project for every transportation fuel (gasoline and diesel) as well as for electricity. Only the Project’s natural gas consumption used for heating needs exceeds that of existing conditions. In addition, the Project would be required to comply with the latest Title 24 energy efficiency standards. The CEC anticipates the new 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards would result in a reduction of energy use by more than 50 percent as compared to previous energy standards (CEC 2018). Therefore, the new buildings would be more energy efficient than the existing buildings to be 
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demolished. With respect to energy use associated with transportation, the Project would result in substantially less vehicle trips (1,103 Existing vs. 302 Project trips) and consequently use less fuel.  In terms of whether the operations phase would result in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during Project operation, the Project would add new units to the housing inventory within Orange County. According to the Resolution of the Board of Supervisors of Orange County – Orange County’s Declaration on Housing, “Whereas, Orange County is experiencing a substantial shortage of housing, which is creating a significant negative impact on household budgets and the quality of life of its residents, as well as diminishing our county’s workforce…” (Orange County 2018). Because the Project would address the deficiency in housing stock within Orange County, it would provide additional housing options to the City of Orange and potentially reduce the use of transportation fuels. As such, increasing the housing inventory within Orange County is not considered a wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in an inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. 
Significance Determination: Less than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? The Project would be required to comply with the State of California’s Title 24 Building Standards. As discussed previously, the latest building standards will incorporate the CEC’s building energy efficiency standards which would reduce energy consumption by over half. Because the Project complies with the latest energy efficiency standards, addresses the housing deficiency within the County and incorporates renewable energy, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. It should be noted that the proposed Project would comply with the applicable building code standards at the time of submittal of building permits.   
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
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Mitigation 
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No 

Impact a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?      
ii) Strong seismic groundshaking?     iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     iv) Landslides?     b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?     

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?     e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?     
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MND determined that the potential for surface rupture of a known active fault onsite was very low. The MND concluded that several active faults were present in the Project region; thus, strong ground shaking would be likely in the design lifetime of the proposed buildings, and that hazards from ground shaking would be less than significant after compliance with the adopted 
California Building Code (CBC) seismic safety requirements. The MND determined that the potential for liquefaction in subsurface site sediments was negligible.  The MND concluded that Phase I Project development would not cause significant soil erosion impacts, as the Project would reduce impervious surfaces onsite, thus reducing runoff. Additionally, the Project would comply with City and State regulatory requirements minimizing soil erosion during Project construction and operation. The MND found that site soils within five feet of the ground surface could be collapsible, but also noted that the Phase I Project included a Project Design Feature requiring the removal of the top five feet of soil below the ground surface or the three feet below the bottom of the foundations. Impacts arising from collapsible soils were identified as less than significant. 
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The MND determined that the expansion potential of subsurface site soils was low and that impacts arising from expansive soils would be less than significant. 
Supplemental Evaluation A Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation Report (Geotechnical Report) has been prepared by Twining Consulting (January 2019) for the proposed Project to assess the geotechnical conditions on the site and provide structural design recommendations for the construction of the Project. The findings of the Geotechnical Evaluation are summarized below, and the report is included as Appendix C to this Subsequent IS/MND.  
Would the Project: 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Ground rupture occurs when movement on a fault breaks through the surface. The State of California has established Earthquake Fault Zones for the purpose of mitigating the hazard of fault rupture by prohibiting the location of most human occupancy structures across the traces of active faults. According to the Orange General Plan Safety Element, no known Alquist-Priolo fault zone is located in the City of Orange. Therefore, there is no impact associated with surface rupture from an Alquist Priolo Fault Zone.  

Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not Applicable, as no mitigation is required 

ii) Strong seismic groundshaking? The City of Orange and the rest of California are located within a seismically active region. There are no known active or potentially active faults on the Project site; however, portions of the City are traversed by two potentially active local faults: The Peralta Hills fault and the El Modeno Fault (Orange 2010b). Both are located to the northeast of the Project site with the El Modeno Fault at an approximate distance of 0.7 miles and the Peralta Hills fault at an approximate distance of 1.2 miles from the Project site. The nearest known active fault to the Project site is the Whittier Fault, located approximately 6.8 miles northeast of the Project site (USGS and CGS 2006). The Project site is also within an area identified a potential groundshaking zone associated with the San Andreas Fault. Exhibit 4-2, Fault Locations, shows the locations of the nearest faults. Figure PS-2, Potential Groundshaking Zones – 8.3 San Andreas Earthquake, in the Public Safety Element of the General Plan shows the generalized groundshaking zones associated with the San Andreas Fault. It is anticipated that because the Project site is located within a seismically active region, the Project site would experience ground shaking during the life of the Project.  Geotechnical design considerations for construction in the City of Orange are governed by the Title 15, Buildings and Construction, of the City’s Municipal Code, which incorporates by reference the California Building Code (CBC) (Chapter 15.04). All buildings and other structures constructed as part of the proposed project would be designed in accordance with applicable requirements of the 
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CBC in effect at the time of grading plan submittal, and any applicable building and seismic codes in effect at the time the grading plans are submitted (RR GEO-1). The Geotechnical Report includes 2016 CBC Seismic Design Parameters in its evaluation (MM GEO-1) and concludes that the proposed Project is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint, with incorporation of the Geotechnical Report recommendations into the design and construction of the Project and compliance with applicable building and seismic codes.  
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR GEO-1 The Project shall be designed and constructed in compliance with the 2016 California Building Code (CBC) Design Parameters, adopted by reference in Chapter 15.04 of the Orange Municipal Code, or the most current CBC adopted in the City’s Municipal Code.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact After Mitigation  
Mitigation Measures:  

MM GEO-1 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, site preparation and building design specifications shall follow the recommendations in the Geotechnical Engineering 
Evaluation Report for the Proposed North Orange Olive Development prepared by Twining Consulting (dated January 7, 2019) and additional future site-specific, design-level geotechnical investigations of the Project. Based on the Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation Report, recommendations to be included in the Project specifications pertain to General Considerations, Expansive and Collapsible Soils, Corrosive Soils, Earthwork and Site Preparation, Concrete Slabs-On-Grade, Drainage Control, Preliminary Flexible Pavement Design, Rigid Pavement Design, Stormwater Quality Control Measures, Design Review, and Construction Monitoring.  

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  Liquefaction occurs when the pore pressures generated within a soil mass approach the effective overburden pressure. Liquefaction of soils may be caused by cyclic loading such as that imposed by ground shaking during earthquakes. The increase in pore pressure results in a loss of strength, and the soil then can undergo both horizontal and vertical movements, depending on the site conditions. Other phenomena associated with soil liquefaction include sand boils, ground oscillation, and loss of foundation bearing capacity. Liquefaction is generally known to occur in loose, saturated, relatively clean, fine-grained cohesionless soils at depths shallower than approximately 50 feet. Factors to consider in the evaluation of soil liquefaction potential include groundwater conditions, soil type, grain size distribution, relative density, degree of saturation, and both the intensity and duration of ground motion.  As indicated in the Geotechnical Report (Appendix C), based on a review of the State of California Official Map of Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation for the Orange Quadrangle, the site is not located within a Zone of Required Investigation for Liquefaction. Additionally, the California Geological Survey (CGS) does not designate the site and the surrounding area as Liquefaction Zones, which include areas where historical occurrence of liquefaction or local geological, geotechnical, and groundwater conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement (CGS 1998). Also, according to Figure PS-1, Environmental and Natural Hazard Policy 
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Map, of the Public Safety Element of the General Plan, the Project site is not located in a Liquefaction Hazard Area (Orange 2010a). Therefore, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, due to seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

iv) Landslides? The Project site and surrounding area are located in a generally flat, urbanized portion of the City, with the ground elevations on the Project site at approximately 200 feet above msl (USGS 2018). The CGS does not designate the site and the surrounding area as Earthquake-Induced Landslide Zones, which include areas where historical occurrence of landslide movement has occurred or where local topographic, geological, geotechnical, and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement (CGS 1998). As indicated in the Geotechnical Report (Appendix C), no landslides or related features underlie or are adjacent to the Project site. Additionally, according to Figure PS-1, Environmental and Natural Hazard Policy Map, of the Public Safety Element of the City of Orange General Plan, the Project site is not located in a Landslide Hazard Area (Orange 2010a).  Therefore, the Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, due to landslides. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? The Project site is fully developed with a shopping center, surface parking lot, and associated site improvements and has a relatively flat topography. During demolition and construction activities, temporary soil erosion may occur due to soil disturbance and the removal of buildings and paved surfaces. In addition, soil erosion due to rainfall and wind may occur if unprotected soils are exposed during construction. The Phase 1 ESA for the site states that the underlying soils consists of Myford sandy loam, which has slow runoff potential and a moderate erosion hazard (Ceres 2015).  As the Project site has over one acre of land area, it would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for construction activities or coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. The Construction General Permit requires preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implementation of erosion control, sediment control, tracking, waste management, and construction site maintenance best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the potential for soil and wind erosion during construction activities (see RR HYD-1 below). Further, the proposed Project must comply with the City’s grading ordinance, which requires preparation of an erosion and sediment control plan for City approval prior to issuance of a grading permit (see RR GEO-2). With compliance with these regulations, construction-related soil erosion would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
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As indicated in the WQMP (Appendix E), the Project site is currently 6 percent pervious and 94 percent impervious. Following construction of the proposed Project, the site would be 17 percent pervious and 83 percent impervious (DRC 2019a). While the proposed Project would increase the amount of pervious surfaces at the Project site, the pervious surface at the common open space area in the center of the site would be landscaped, to prevent potential erosion. There would be minimal areas of exposed soils following completion of the proposed Project where erosion could occur. Site improvements and landscaping would also prevent long-term erosion (RR HYD-2). With increased pervious surfaces on the site, the runoff volume and rate are expected to decrease; resulting in less potential for downstream erosion. Therefore, operation-related soil erosion would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR GEO-2, below, and RR HYD-2 (provided in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality) 
RR GEO-2 Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant shall prepare an erosion and sediment control plan in compliance with City’s Grading Ordinance, as approved by the City.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the Project and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? As discussed above, the Project site is not located in a potential landslide or a potential liquefaction area. Based on the Geotechnical Report (Appendix C), groundwater was not encountered in the exploratory borings placed on the site during the geotechnical investigation. The historical high depth to groundwater is reportedly at approximately 50 feet at the Project site (Twining 2019). In light of the depth of water and low potential for liquefaction as discussed under item (iii), above, lateral spreading also has a low potential of occurrence.  As indicated in the Geotechnical Report, although the soil expansion is classified as very low, the consolidation test results show existing collapsible soil at various depths (Appendix C). In order to control the settlement for hydro-collapsible soils, the report recommends an over-excavation and recompaction of the building pad area to a depth of 6 feet below the adjacent grade or 4 feet below the bottom of foundation, whichever is deeper. This, along with the remaining recommendations, as outlined in the Geotechnical Report (MM GEO-1) and adherence to the City’s grading code (RR GEO-1) would reduce the potential for expansion and collapse. The Geotechnical Report concludes that the proposed Project is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint, provided the recommendations provided in the Geotechnical Report are incorporated into the design and construction of the proposed Project, in its entirety, as required by MM GEO-1. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant.  
Regulatory Requirements: See RR GEO-1 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

Mitigation Measures: See MM GEO-1 above 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 
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d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? Expansive soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume changes (shrink or swell) due to variations in moisture content. Changes in soil moisture content can result from rainfall, landscape irrigation, utility leakage, roof drainage, perched groundwater, drought, or other factors, and may cause unacceptable settlement or heave of structures, concrete slabs supported on-grade, or pavements supported over these materials. Depending on the extent and location below finished subgrade, these soils could have a detrimental effect on the proposed construction. As indicated above, based on the field soil classification, as stated in the Geotechnical Report, while the expansion index classified as “very low” expansion potential, the consolidations test results show existing collapsible soil at various depths. However, with recommendations included in the Geotechnical Report (MM GEO-1), impacts would be less than significant.  Additionally, Project construction would be required to comply with Title 15, Buildings and Construction, of the City’s Municipal Code, which adopts the CBC by reference (RR GEO-1). Also, the Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation Report concludes that the proposed Project is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint, provided the recommendations provided in the Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation Report are incorporated into the design and construction of the proposed project, in its entirety, as required by MM GEO-1. Therefore, Project impacts related to expansive soils would be less than significant with compliance with RR GEO-1, and MM GEO-1. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR GEO-1 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact After Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures: See MM GEO-1 above 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? There is no evidence of septic tanks and cesspools on the site (Ceres 2015). The Project would connect to the existing 10-inch sewer line on North Orange Olive Road, which is part of the City’s municipal sewer system for the disposal of wastewater into the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) system. The use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems is not proposed by the Project. Therefore, no impact would result, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not Application, as No Mitigation is Required 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? A paleontological records search was requested of Dr. Sam McLeod at the Natural History Museum (LACM) of Los Angeles County, Vertebrate Paleontology Department; and results were received on December 18, 2018. In addition, an online paleontological records search and literature review were conducted to determine if any fossil localities have been recorded in the Project area or in the general 
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vicinity. Sources for the records search included the PaleoBiology Database (PaleoBioDB 2018), University of California Museum of Paleontology NEOMAP Database (2018), and the database of Late Pleistocene vertebrate localities for California (Jefferson 1991).  The paleontological record search results indicate that no vertebrate fossil localities are directly within the boundaries of the Project segment; however, one fossil-bearing locality is recorded near the Project segment. Results of the records search are detailed in Table 4-10 below. 
TABLE 4-10 

FOSSIL LOCALITIES NEAR THE PROJECT SITE 
 

Locality Number Resource Type Taxa Proximity to Area of 
Potential Effect Depth LACM 4943 Vertebrate Fossils Equus sp. (horse) Outside (~.75 miles from APE) 8-10 feet below surface 

 The Project site is fully developed and has already been disturbed. However, the possibility exists that unidentified paleontological sites are present within native sediment beneath the site. As indicated above, based on the paleontological records search results (Table 4-10), there is one known resource located 0.75 mile from the Project site. According to the soils and geologic formations within the City, including the Project area, the Project site has a moderate potential to contain significant paleontological resources. Similar to archaeological resources, ground-disturbing activities associated with construction have potential to encounter native soils and previously undiscovered paleontological resources. This impact would be mitigated to a less than significant level by implementation of MM GEO-2.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact After Mitigation  
Mitigation Measures:  
MM GEO-2 In the event paleontological resources are encountered during construction, ground-disturbing activity shall cease. It is recommended that a Qualified Paleontologist be retained by the Developer to examine the materials encountered, assess the nature and extent of the find, and recommend a course of action to further investigate and protect or recover and salvage those resources that have been encountered. Criteria for discard of specific fossil specimens shall be made explicit. If a Qualified Paleontologist determines that impacts to a sample containing significant paleontological resources cannot be avoided by project planning, then recovery may be applied. Actions may include recovering a sample of the fossiliferous material prior to construction; monitoring work and halting construction if an important fossil needs to be recovered; and/or cleaning, identifying, and cataloging specimens for curation and research purposes. The cost associated with recovery, salvage, and treatment shall be borne by the Developer. All recovered and salvaged resources shall be prepared to the point of identification and permanent preservation by the Qualified Professional. Resources shall be identified and curated into an established accredited professional repository. The Qualified Professional shall have a repository agreement in hand prior to initiating recovery of the resource. (Orange-Olive 

Residential Development Project MND No. 1837-14 Previously Approved Measure 
MM-CR-2)  

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 
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 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?     b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MMD concluded that the GHG emissions would be well below the City’s 3,000 MTCO2e per year significance threshold. The MND also determined that the Project would comply with plans, policies, and regulations intended to reduce GHG emissions. Thus, GHG emissions impacts were identified as less than significant and no mitigation was required. 
Supplemental Evaluation Greenhouse gases (GHG) are global pollutants and are therefore unlike criteria air pollutants such as O3, particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and TACs, which are pollutants of regional and local concern (refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of this Subsequent IS/MND). While pollutants with localized air quality effects have relatively short atmospheric lifetimes (generally in the order of a few days), GHGs have relatively long atmospheric lifetimes, ranging from one year to several thousand years. Long atmospheric lifetimes allow for GHGs to disperse around the globe. Therefore, GHG effects are global, as opposed to the local and/or regional air quality effects of criteria air pollutant and TAC emissions. GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). GHGs vary widely in the power of their climatic effects; therefore, climate scientists have established a unit called global warming potential (GWP). The GWP of a gas is a measure of both potency and lifespan in the atmosphere as compared to CO2. Carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) is a quantity that enables all GHG emissions to be considered as a group despite their varying GWP. The GWP of each GHG is multiplied by the prevalence of that gas to produce CO2e.  The Project site is currently occupied by a shopping center, which would be demolished. Existing commercial/retail activities generate GHG emissions from a variety of sources, such as the vehicle trips generated by employees, patrons, and visitors of the shopping center; electricity consumption; disposal of solid wastes; conveyance of water for on-site use; and treatment of wastewater. Existing GHG emissions were estimated using the CalEEMod model (as described in Section 4.3, Air Quality), and are shown in Table 4-11. 
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TABLE 4-11 
EXISTING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

Source 
Emissions 

(MTCO2e/year) Area <1  Energy  157  Mobile  900  Waste  27  Water  20  
Total   1,105  MTCO2e/year: Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year  Notes:  Totals may not add due to rounding variances.  Detailed calculations in Appendix B. 

 

Would the Project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment? It is accepted as very unlikely that any individual development project would have GHG emissions of a magnitude to directly impact global climate change; therefore, any impact would be considered on a cumulative basis.  

Future Greenhouse Gas Emissions Based on the proposed construction activities as described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of this Subsequent IS/MND, the principal source of GHG emissions from the Project would be the internal combustion engines of construction equipment, on-road construction vehicles and trucks, and construction crew vehicles. The estimated construction GHG emissions of the proposed Project would be 306 MTCO2e, as obtained from the CalEEMod model and shown in Table 4-12.  
TABLE 4-12 

ESTIMATED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
FROM CONSTRUCTION  

Year Emissions (MTCO2e) 2019 261 2020 45 
Total 306 MTCO2e: metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent Notes:  Totals may not add due to rounding variances.   Detailed calculations in Appendix B.  

 Because GHG impacts from construction activities occur over a relatively short period of time, they contribute a relatively small portion of the overall lifetime Project-generated GHG emissions. In addition, available GHG emission reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. Consequently, SCAQMD staff recommends that construction GHG emissions be amortized over a 30-year project lifetime, so that GHG reduction measures can address construction GHG 
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emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies (SCAQMD 2008). Therefore, construction GHG emissions are combined with operational GHG emissions by amortizing the construction operations over an assumed 30-year Project lifetime. The operational GHG emissions of the Project would come primarily from vehicle trips; other sources include electricity and water consumption, natural gas for space and water heating, and use of gasoline-powered landscaping and maintenance equipment. Estimated operational GHG emissions from the Project are shown in Table 4-13, along with the amortized construction GHG emissions. To quantify the net Project GHG emissions, the emissions attributed to the proposed Project would be reduced by the existing GHG emissions from existing shopping center operations that would be demolished as part of the Project. Estimated net Project GHG emissions are also shown in Table 4-13.  
TABLE 4-13 

ESTIMATED GROSS AND NET ANNUAL GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS FROM PROJECT OPERATION  

Source GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/yr) Area 7 Energy 126 Mobile 395 Waste 19 Water 16 Amortized Construction Emissions 10a 
Total Proposed Project Emissions 573 
Total Existing Use Emissions  
(Table 4-8) 1,105 
Net Change in GHG emissions (Project minus Existing) -532 MTCO2e/yr: Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year; GHG: greenhouse gas  a Total derived by dividing construction emissions (see Table 4-9) by 30 years. Note: Detailed calculations in Appendix B. There are no adopted quantitative federal, State, regional, or local CEQA significance criteria for GHG emissions for residential or commercial development projects. The SCAQMD has proposed, but not adopted a threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year for non-industrial development projects. As shown, the estimated gross GHG emissions from the proposed Project, -532 MTCO2e per year. This net reduction in GHG emissions associated with the Project would be substantially less than the 3,000 MTCO2e per year threshold. Because there would be an overall reduction in GHG emissions with implementation of the proposed Project and GHG emissions are less than the SCAQMD significance threshold, GHG impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 
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c) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? On June 1, 2005, the California Governor signed Executive Order S-3-05, which calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to year 2000 levels by 2010, to year 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The principal overall State plan and policy adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions is Assembly Bill (AB) 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006). AB 32 establishes regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and establishes a cap on statewide GHG emissions. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, through its 2008 Scoping Plan.  Senate Bill (SB) 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing allocations. SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) to adopt a sustainable communities strategy or alternative planning strategy that will address land use allocation in their regional transportation plans. SB 375 is being addressed at the State and regional levels, and the principles of SB 375 have been incorporated in SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. California Executive Order B-30-15 set an “interim” statewide emission target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and directed State agencies with jurisdiction over GHG emissions to implement measures pursuant to their statutory authority to achieve this 2030 target and the 2050 target of 80 percent below 1990 levels. The SCAQMD and the City of Orange have not adopted standards for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. However, the City has an Interim Guidance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis. This memorandum provides guidance for the evaluation of GHG emissions in CEQA documents. In terms of evaluating project consistency with applicable City plans and polices related to GHGs, projects should be consistent with the climate change-related policies outlined in Table NR-1 (Climate Change Related Policies) of the City’s General Plan Natural Resources Element, including but not limited to: Land Use Element Policy 6.9: Maximize landscaping along streetscapes and within development projects. 
 Consistent. The Project would have private open space uses along streetscapes with landscaping within these areas, as described in Section 3.2, Project Components, of this Subsequent IS/MND. The frontage along Orange-Olive Road would be landscaped with drought tolerant trees and plants, similar to Phase I frontage landscaping to ensure a consistent landscape design, and as shown in Exhibit 3-2b, Conceptual Landscape Plan. Urban Design Element Policy 2.4: Building design and orientation to promote active street life. 
 Consistent. The proposed dwelling units along Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue would face towards the street, with private open space areas at the front of the unit. Urban Design Policy 4.6: Pedestrian linkages between commercial districts and neighborhoods.  
 Consistent. The Project would provide pedestrian access with sidewalks to adjacent neighborhoods and nearby commercial districts. 
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Economic Development Element Policy 5.4: Redevelop and rehabilitate underutilized and vacant lands and public right-of-way. 
 Consistent. The proposed Project is a redevelopment project that would locate residences close to schools and parks. Growth Management Element Policy 2.4: Infill development and mixed-use opportunities wherever possible as developable space becomes more limited, 
 Consistent. The Project would provide infill development with residential uses. Natural Resources Element Policy 2.2: Alternative transportation modes, alternative technologies, and bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods.  
 Consistent. The Project would have driveways that would connect to internal drive aisles that would create five “T” cul-de-sacs and one “L” cul-de-sac on the site, to provide vehicle and pedestrian access to the main entryways and garages of the dwelling units. The sidewalks would be retained by the Project and would continue to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.  Natural Resources Element Policy 2.3: Native and drought-tolerant plants, proper soil preparation, and efficient irrigation systems for landscaping. 
 Consistent. The Project would be landscaped with drought-tolerant trees and plants, as shown in Exhibit 3-2a, Schematic Planting Plan. Natural Resources Element Policy 2.6: Sustainable building and site designs for new construction and renovation projects. 
 Consistent. The Project will comply with the latest Title 24 Building energy efficiency standards. Single-family homes built with the 2019 Title 24 building standards will use approximately 53 percent less energy than single-family homes built under the 2016 standards, with incorporation of mandatory rooftop solar electricity generation factored in (CEC 2018). Additionally, the standards encourage demand responsible technologies, such as battery storage and heat pump water heaters to improve the building’s thermal envelope through high-performance attics, walls, and windows. The Title 24 standards would enable the use of highly efficient air filters to capture particulates from outdoor and indoor systems (CEC 2018). Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1114 would limit the use of paints with high volatile organic compounds (VOCs) for architectural coating during construction of the residences.  Natural Resources Element Policy 2.15: Minimize impervious surfaces and associated urban runoff pollutants in new development and redevelopment. 
 Consistent. The Project would not result in a net increase of impervious surfaces from existing uses. A Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) has been prepared to address long-term stormwater pollution from the proposed Project, and the Final WQMP would be approved by the City prior to issuance of the Demolition Permit. Based on the Preliminary WQMP, the proposed Project site would be regraded for drainage to flow to different specified catch basins and drop inlets, as described further in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
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As discussed previously, the State policy and standards adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions that are applicable to the proposed Project are Executive Order S-3-05, AB 32, SB 375, and EO B-30-15. The quantitative goal of these regulations is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Statewide plans and regulations (such as GHG emissions standards for vehicles, the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Cap-and-Trade, and renewable energy) are being implemented at the statewide level, and compliance at a project level is generally not addressed. However, for purposes of this analysis, a consistency analysis is provided for the applicable portions of the Scoping Plan Reduction Measures (CARB 2008). 3. Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance standards; pursue additional efficiency including new technologies, policy, and implementation mechanisms. Pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California. 
 Consistent. This measure is for the State to increase its energy efficiency standards. However, the Project would be consistent with this, because it is required to comply with 2019 Title 24 standards. 9. Million Solar Roofs Program. Install 3,000 megawatts of solar-electric capacity under California’s existing solar programs.  
 Consistent. This measure is for the State to increase solar throughout California, which is being done by electricity providers and existing solar programs. Additionally, the Project would comply with 2019 Title 24 standards, which require solar photovoltaic systems for new homes.  13. Green Building Strategy. Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. 
 Consistent. The Project would comply with the California Energy Code (CEC), and would therefore incorporate applicable energy efficiency features designed to reduce energy consumption. 15. Recycling and Waste. Reduce CH4 emissions at landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting, and commercial recycling. Move toward zero waste. 
 Consistent. The Project would reduce waste with implementation of State-mandated recycling and reuse requirements for construction and operations activities. 17. Water. Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. 
 Consistent. This measure is for State and local agencies; however, the Project would comply with the California Green Building Standards Code. Compliance with the Green Building Standards Code would increase efficiency for energy and water consumption.  State regulations, plans, and policies adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions that are directly applicable to the proposed Project include California Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings and the Title 24 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code). The proposed Project would be constructed in compliance with applicable requirements of these regulations. 
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SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS includes goals for reducing vehicle miles traveled and encourages the building of infill projects (SCAG 2016a). The proposed Project is a redevelopment project that would locate residences in a highly urbanized area, close to schools and parks. OCTA bus service is available on Taft Avenue, less than 2,000 feet from the site. As discussed previously, the Project would also result in less GHG emissions than those produced from the existing uses. Thus, the proposed Project would be consistent with the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?     b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?     

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?     d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?     

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?     
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?     g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The analysis in the MND indicated that Phase I Project construction would involve transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials. But it was found that after compliance with regulations, hazards from routine use of hazardous materials would be less than significant. The MND concluded that Project development would not increase the likelihood of accidental release of hazardous materials. As discussed in the MND, the Project site was used as a vehicle storage site since the 1960’s and as farmland from approximately 1938 to 1963. Soil sampling and testing was conducted to evaluate the potential presence of organochlorine pesticides (OCPs) and arsenic from past agricultural use. OCP and arsenic concentrations detected were below the California Human Health screening levels for residential properties. The MND did not identify potential hazardous materials contamination affecting the site and requiring further investigation.  The MND determined that the Project site was outside of areas surrounding Fullerton Municipal Airport and John Wayne Airport where land uses are regulated to minimize aviation-related hazards to people on the ground, and that Phase I Project development would not cause significant aviation-related hazards. 
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Additionally, the MND concluded that Phase I Project development would not interfere with implementation of the City of Orange’s Emergency Operations Plan.  The MND determined that the Project site was not in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone; and that no wildland vegetation was present on or next to the Project site. The MND concluded that Project development would not exacerbate wildfire risks. 
Supplemental Evaluation A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared by CERES, Corp. in 2015 and is summarized below; the report is included as Appendix D1 to this Subsequent IS/MND. A database records search through Environmental Data Resources (EDR) was also conducted in 2018 to provide current documentation on potential issues pertaining to hazardous materials on and near the Project site. The EDR Report is summarized below and the report is included as Appendix D2 to this Subsequent IS/MND.  
Would the Project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials? Demolition and construction activities for the proposed Project would involve the use of chemical substances such as solvents, paints, fuel for equipment, and other potentially hazardous materials. Hazards to the environment or the public would typically occur with the transport, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. Demolition and construction activities would be relatively short-term and the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials as part of these activities would be temporary. The contractor would be required to comply with existing regulations for the transport, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials to prevent public safety hazards. These regulations include the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), California Hazardous Waste Control Act (HWCA), and California Accidental Release Prevention Program (CalARP), among others. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Once constructed, the proposed dwelling units would use hazardous materials (e.g., paint, pesticides, cleansers, and solvents) for maintenance activities but any use would be in limited household quantities. The dwelling units would not utilize, store, or generate hazardous materials or wastes in quantities that would pose a significant hazard to the public. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment?  Review of historical aerial photographs indicate the site was planted with trees (part of an orchard) as early as 1938 until it was developed with the existing shopping center in 1964. The smaller commercial/retail building was added in the late 1980s to early 1990s.  
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The Phase 1 ESA did not identify the presence of previous or current hazardous materials or wastes on the site. No underground or aboveground storage tanks were observed, and no stains, corrosion, drains, sumps, pits, or wells are present on the site. The shopping center’s current tenants include retail stores, office, alternative school, and a restaurant. Former tenants included a grocery store, liquor store, laundry, pharmacy, hardware store, beauty shop, hobby shop, cleaners, car rental, flooring company, and various other retail stores, restaurants, and offices. A leaking underground storage tank was reported at 2010 North Orange Olive Road (north of the site) in 1987, but the case was closed in 1988. Commercial and industrial uses near the site do not represent a significant environmental concern due to their distances or case status. No evidence of recognized environmental conditions (RECs) (either historical or controlled) was found on the site, and no additional assessment was recommended (Ceres 2015). Based on the 2018 EDR record search, the Project site is not listed as a facility that handled hazardous materials or generated hazardous wastes (EDR 2018). The nearest facility that is listed in government databases is the Orange Fire Station on Shaffer Street. Various other industrial uses west of the BNSF railroad tracks are listed as hazardous materials users and generators. These uses would not be disturbed by the Project and would not pose a significant hazard to the Project due to distance. Adjacent to the site are residential land uses to the north and east, and Shaffer Park  to the south, which do not store, use, or dispose of hazardous materials in quantities that may pose hazards to the public. The adjacent BNSF railroad may transport hazardous materials in large quantities. However, the Project does not propose ground disturbance or construction activities within the railroad right-of-way and occupancy of the proposed dwelling units would not affect rail operations.  A natural gas pipeline owned by Southern California Gas Company runs along North Orange Olive Road, west of the site (PHMSA 2018). Excavation activities on Orange Olive Road (for utility connections for the Project) may potentially occur over or near this pipeline. The California Code of 
Regulations (Title 8; Section 1541, General Requirements) requires excavators to identify subsurface installations prior to opening an excavation and to ensure that the underground lines are marked. The excavators must inform all known owners/operators of subsurface installations and lines and must meet with owners/operators of high priority subsurface installations (e.g., high pressure pipelines, natural gas/petroleum pipelines, electrical lines greater than 60,000 volts) that may be located within 10 feet of a proposed excavation, before starting the excavation (see RR HAZ-1). Contractor compliance with this regulation would prevent the potential disturbance of the nearby pipeline during excavation activities on North Orange Olive Road. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Because of the age of the shopping center, asbestos and lead are likely to have been used for construction (Ceres 2015). As part of the demolition activities, ACM and LBP may be disturbed and contact with these materials would pose hazards to the construction crew and other persons near the construction site. Demolition, removal, and disposal of ACM and LBP are required to comply with existing regulatory requirements, including the Federal and State Occupational Safety and Health Regulations (OSHA and CalOSHA); SCAQMD Regulation X, Subpart M − National Emission Standards For Asbestos and Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions (see RR HAZ-3); and California Code of Regulations Title 8, Section 1532.1 – Lead and Section 1529 – Asbestos (see RR HAZ-2 and RR HAZ-4). Compliance with these regulations would be included on the contractor specifications and verified by the City’s Community Development Director, or designee in conjunction with the issuance of the Demolition Permit. Compliance with RR HAZ-2 through RR HAZ-4 would ensure that no impacts pertaining to demolition would occur. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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Regulatory Requirements: 

RR HAZ-1  In accordance with Title 8; Section 1541, General Requirements, of the California Code of Regulations, excavators shall identify subsurface installations and inform all known owners/operators of subsurface installations and lines prior to opening an excavation. The excavators shall meet with owners/operators of high-pressure pipelines, natural gas/petroleum pipelines, electrical lines greater than 60,000 volts, and other high priority subsurface installations that are located within 10 feet of a proposed excavation, before starting the excavation. 
RR HAZ-2  The demolition contractor shall comply with the requirements of Title 8 of the 

California Code of Regulations (Section 1532.1-Lead) regarding the removal of lead-based paint or other materials containing lead. The regulations set exposure limits, exposure monitoring, respiratory protection, and good working practices by workers exposed to lead. Lead-contaminated debris and other wastes shall be removed and monitored by contractors with appropriate certifications from the California Department of Health Services and disposed of in accordance with the applicable provisions of the California Health and Safety Code. 
RR HAZ-3  The demolition contractor shall comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) Rule 1403, which provides guidelines for the proper removal and disposal of asbestos-containing materials. In accordance with Rule 1403, prior to the demolition, renovation, rehabilitation or alteration of structures that may contain asbestos, an asbestos survey shall be performed by a Certified Asbestos Consultant (certified by the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration [CalOSHA]) to identify building materials that contain asbestos. Removal of the asbestos shall then include prior notification of the SCAQMD and compliance with removal procedures and time schedules; asbestos handling and clean-up procedures; and storage, disposal, and landfilling requirements under Rule 1403. 
RR HAZ-4 The demolition contractor shall comply with the California Health and Safety Code (Section 39650 et seq.) and the California Code of Regulations (Title 8, Section 1529), which prohibit emissions of asbestos from asbestos-related demolition or construction activities; require medical examinations and monitoring of employees engaged in activities that could disturb asbestos; specify precautions and safe work practices that must be followed to minimize the potential for the release of asbestos fibers; and require notice to federal and local government agencies prior to beginning renovation or demolition that could disturb asbestos. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required  
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? Existing schools located within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project site include the Project Hope School (at the Project site), Covenant Christian School (0.14 mile to the south) and International School of Orange County (0.18 mile also to the south). Other nearby schools, farther than 0.25-mile radius, include Early Childhood Montessori Preschool (0.26 mile to the north), Taft Elementary School (0.35 
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mile to the southeast), Saint Norbert Catholic Church and School (0.35 mile to the south), and Tec-Canal Street Elementary School/Olive Crest Academy (0.46 mile to the northeast).  With the exception of the Project Hope School, which would relocate prior to Project construction, there is a potential to expose children at these nearby schools to hazardous substances through accidental releases during demolition and construction activities. However, during demolition, existing hazardous materials and wastes would be removed and disposed in accordance with pertinent regulations, including RR HAZ-2 through RR HAZ-4, as discussed above. During construction, a potential exists for the accidental release or spill of hazardous substances such as gasoline, oil, hydraulic fluid, diesel fuel, or other liquids associated with construction equipment operation and maintenance. However, use of these materials would be in limited quantities as typical during the operation and maintenance of construction equipment and would be conducted in compliance with applicable federal, State and local regulations. Additionally, the contractor would be required to use standard construction controls and safety procedures, which would avoid and minimize the potential for accidental release or spill of such substances into the environment. With compliance with pertinent regulations (RR HAZ-2 through RR HAZ-4), the level of risk associated with the accidental release of hazardous substances during demolition and construction would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  Residential activities associated with occupancy of the proposed dwelling units would be similar to other residential uses surrounding the site and would not generate hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste in quantities that may impact students at schools within 0.25 mile of the site. No long-term impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment?  According to the Phase I ESA, 2018 EDR record search, and review of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List – Site Cleanup (Cortese List), the Project site is not included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to 

California Government Code Section 65962.5 (Ceres 2015, EDR 2018, DTSC 2018). Therefore, the Project does not have the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment due to presence of an existing hazardous materials site identified on the Cortese List. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact 

Mitigation Measures: None required 

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the Project result 
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? The Project site is not located within two miles of an airport. The nearest public airports are the Fullerton Municipal Airport, located 7.8 miles northwest of the Project site, and the John Wayne Airport (JWA), located approximately 9.3 miles south of the site. The Project site is not located within the planning areas (including the Runway Protection Zones, Safety Compatibility Zones, and Airport Impact Zones) for these airports (OCALUC 2008, 2004). Thus, the Project would not result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing on the site, as it relates to exposure to airport or aircraft hazards in areas within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? The City of Orange has an emergency plan, called an “Emergency Operations Plan,” prepared in accordance with the State Office of Emergency Services guidelines for multi-hazard functional planning (Orange 2010a). The Project site is not in the vicinity of any emergency evacuation corridors, and North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue are not designated evacuation corridors in the Public Safety Element of the Orange General Plan. Temporary lane closures on adjacent streets (Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue) may be required during the short-term construction period in order to connect the proposed Project to the existing utility infrastructure within these roadways. However, Project construction would not involve full closure of any public roadway during construction. Implementation of traffic control measures during construction in accordance with the City of Orange Department of Public Works Standard Plans & Specifications (City Standard Plans) and Chapter 12.02, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, of the Municipal Code, which adopts the Greenbook by reference (see RR HAZ-5), would reduce the potential for traffic hazards and the obstruction of access to adjacent parcels. Impacts would be short-term and less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  In the long-term, the Project would provide an access driveway off East Grove Avenue that would be used for emergency response to the site and for emergency evacuation of the site. The Project would not affect emergency response or emergency evacuation of adjacent land uses. Additionally, as indicated above, North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue are not designated evacuation corridors in the Public Safety Element of the Orange General Plan. No long-term impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR HAZ-5 All construction on public rights-of-way shall include the implementation of traffic control measures in accordance with the City of Orange Department of Public Works Standard Plans & Specifications (City Standard Plans) and Orange Municipal Code Chapter 12.20, Street Excavation, and Chapter 12.02, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, which adopts the Greenbook by reference. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
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Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury 
or death involving wildland fires? The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area of the City, and there are no large, undeveloped areas and/or steep slopes on or near the site that may pose wildfire hazards. The site and the surrounding areas are not located in designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ), as identified by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention (CalFire). Rather, the site is within a Non-VHFHSZ area, with the nearest VHFHSZ located approximately 2.1 miles northeast of the site (CalFire 2011). Additionally, based on review of Figure PS-1, Environmental and Natural Hazard Policy Map in the Public Safety Element of the General Plan, the Project site is not located within designated Wildland Very High Fire Hazard Areas or Wildland High Fire Hazard Areas (Orange 2010a). Implementation of the proposed Project would not expose people or structures directly or indirectly to a significant risk of loss, or death associated wildland fires. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  

Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?     b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?     

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:  i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;  ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;  iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or  iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 

    

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?      e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?      f) Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction activities?     g) Potentially impact stormwater runoff from post-construction activities?     h) Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor work areas? 
    

i) Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters?     j) Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of stormwater runoff to cause environmental harm?     k) Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas?     
August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MND determined that Project construction and operation were each expected to generate suspended soils, nutrients, heavy metals, pathogens, pesticides, oil and grease, toxic organic 
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compounds, and trash and debris. The MND noted that Project construction would comply with the Statewide General Construction Permit through preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which would specify BMPs to be used during construction to minimize storm water pollution. Construction water quality impacts were identified as less than significant after regulatory compliance. Project design incorporated Best Management Practices (BMPs) including dry wells; minimizing impervious areas; and creating reduced or “zero discharge” areas. Operational water quality impacts were determined to be less than significant after compliance with City of Orange water quality requirements. The MND concluded that the Project site was outside of 100-year flood hazard zones and that the west edge of the Project site was in the dam inundation area of Prado Dam. The MND determined that recent improvements to Prado Dam would reduce dam inundation hazard, and that Project flood hazard impacts would be less than significant. 
Supplemental Evaluation A Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) was prepared by DRC Engineering, Inc. for the proposed Project in compliance with the requirements of the County of Orange NPDES Stormwater Program. The Preliminary WQMP (DRC 2019a) is summarized below, and the report is included as Appendix E to this Subsequent IS/MND.  
Would the Project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Short-Term Water Quality Impacts Implementation of the proposed Project would involve demolition of the existing shopping center, surface parking lot, and associated site improvements, in addition to construction of the proposed dwelling units and site improvements. Therefore, the Project has the potential to result in short-term construction impacts to surface water quality from demolition, grading, and construction-related activities. Storm water runoff from the construction site would contain loose soils, organic matter, and sediments. Spills or leaks from heavy equipment and machinery, such as fuel, oil and grease, and heavy metals, could also enter the runoff. Building construction would involve the use of hazardous materials (e.g., paints, solvents, cleansers) that, if not properly handled, may enter the stormwater runoff.  The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a framework for regulating potential water quality impacts from construction activities, as well as new development and major redevelopment, through the NPDES program. Construction activities that disturb one acre or more of land are required to obtain an NPDES permit or coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. This is accomplished by completing and filing Permit Registration Documents (PRD) (including a Notice of Intent, a SWPPP, an annual fee, and a signed certification) with the SWRCB prior to start of construction activities. The BMPs in the SWPPP are implemented during construction to reduce storm water pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit and implementation of the Project’s SWPPP (see RR HYD-1) would ensure that short-term, construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required. 
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Long-Term Water Quality Impacts Stormwater pollutants that would be generated by the Project in the long-term include sediment, trash and debris, oil and grease, bacterial, nutrients, and pesticides that would come from landscaped areas, drive aisles, parking areas, and outdoor residential activities. In accordance with the NPDES program, the Orange County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit and Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP), and Chapter 7.01, Water Quality and Stormwater Discharges, of the Orange Municipal Code, the proposed Project is considered a Priority Project as it would create impervious surfaces exceeding 5,000 sf. It should be noted that the Project site is currently comprised of 94 percent impervious surface and the proposed Project would not result in a net increase of impervious surfaces. However, because the Project would result in impervious surfaces exceeding 5,000 sf, preparation of a project WQMP is required, pursuant to the Orange County Model WQMP and Technical Guidance Document (TGD). A Preliminary WQMP (Appendix E) has been prepared to address long-term stormwater pollution from the proposed Project, and the Final WQMP would be approved by the City prior to issuance of the Demolition Permit.   Based on the Preliminary WQMP, the proposed Project site would be regraded for drainage to flow to different specified catch basins and drop inlets. This captured discharge would be treated through one of two on-site modular wetlands biofiltration units before the runoff would be discharged to the storm drain line in East Grove Avenue.  With the Project, stormwater pollutants from the shopping center (including pollutants from landscaped areas, loading areas, drive aisles, and surface parking areas) would be replaced with pollutants from residential uses (landscaped areas, internal drive aisles, and outdoor parking spaces). As discussed above, stormwater from the Project would be treated prior to off-site discharge. The Project would also have to comply with the City’s stormwater regulations in Chapter 7.01, Water Quality and Stormwater Discharges, of the Orange Municipal Code, related to prohibited connections and discharges. Thus, with implementation of permanent BMPs in the WQMP, the Project site would generate less stormwater pollutants than under existing conditions. The Project’s potential to generate substantial amounts of polluted runoff would be less than significant.   Regarding groundwater, although the Project site overlies the Coastal Plain of Orange County Groundwater Basin, there are no groundwater wells on the Project site and no wells are proposed as part of the Project. The Project site offers limited opportunities for groundwater recharge because the majority of the site is currently developed with impervious surfaces and would remain paved with the Project. Due to the surface water quality regulations identified above, the proposed Project would not substantially degrade groundwater quality or interfere with groundwater quality.  The demolition and construction activities of the proposed Project would result in pollutants that may enter the stormwater runoff from the site. However, as discussed above in the response to Threshold a), implementation of BMPs in the SWPPP for the Project would reduce these pollutants (RR HYD-1). As outlined in the Preliminary WQMP for the Project, permanent on-site treatment of stormwater would be provided by one of two onsite modular wetlands biofiltration units (RR HYD-2), which does not currently occur with the existing shopping center. Thus, beneficial impacts on stormwater quality would occur with the Project. With compliance of RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2, and based on the above information, the Project would not violate any water quality standards and would not degrade surface or ground water quality by contributing pollutants or discharge. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
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Regulatory Requirements: 

RR HYD-1 Prior to demolition and construction activities on the site, the Contractor shall prepare and file a Permit Registration Document (PRD) with the State Water Resources Control Board in order to obtain coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No 2009-009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) or the latest approved Construction General Permit. The PRD shall consist of a Notice of Intent (NOI); a Risk Assessment; a Site Map; a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); an annual fee; and a signed certification statement. Pursuant to permit requirements, the Project Applicant/Developer shall implement the Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the SWPPP to reduce or eliminate construction-related pollutants in site runoff. The BMPs shall be implemented during all demolition and construction activities on the site. 
RR HYD-2 In accordance with Chapter 7.01, Water Quality and Stormwater Discharges, of the Orange Municipal Code, the Project shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) prepared for the Project and approved by the City.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the project impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? The Coastal Plain of Orange County Groundwater Basin underlies the northern and central sections of Orange County within the Lower Santa Ana River Watershed, which includes the Project site (Orange 2010a). The Orange County Water District (OCWD) manages this Groundwater Basin to prevent overdraft conditions, seawater intrusion, land subsidence, and groundwater quality degradation. The recharge basins for the Orange County Groundwater Basin are located in and adjacent to the Santa Ana River and Santiago Creek. The Natural Resources Element of the City of Orange General Plan does not show the site as adjacent to these waterways or recharge facilities (Orange 2010a).  As indicated above in Response 4.10a, there are no groundwater wells on the Project site and no wells are proposed as part of the Project. The Project site offers limited opportunities for groundwater recharge because approximately 94 percent of the site is currently developed with impervious surfaces and would decrease to 83 percent impervious with the Project (Appendix E). The proposed Project would not involve direct withdrawals of groundwater, nor would it interfere with groundwater recharge such that it would result in a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table levels. Excavation activities would not extend into the underlying groundwater, which was last measured at 172 feet below the ground surface (DWR 2018a). Domestic water service to the Project would be provided by the City of Orange, as described in Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems, of this Subsequent IS/MND, with water derived from groundwater, surface water, and imported water supplies. Indirect impacts on local groundwater supplies due to water consumption by the Project (estimated at 15,190 gallons per day [gpd] or 17 
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acre-feet)3 would not be large enough to measurably affect the City’s annual water supplies (28,643 acre-feet4 in 2015) (Orange 2016b). Also, the groundwater resources in the Coastal Plain of Orange County Groundwater Basin are managed by the OCWD to maintain withdrawals within a safe basin operating range to protect the basin’s long-term sustainability. With OCWD incentives to limit groundwater pumping by the City and other water suppliers and with the water conservation measures required in new developments, the proposed Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies, interfere with groundwater recharge, or impede sustainable groundwater management of the Groundwater Basin. Indirect impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a 
manner which would:  

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; As indicated in Response 4.7b, Geology and Soils, the Project would be required to obtain coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit. The Construction General Permit requires preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of erosion control, sediment control, tracking, waste management, and construction site maintenance BMPs to reduce the potential for soil and wind erosion during construction activities (see RR HYD-1). Further, the proposed Project must comply with the City’s grading ordinance, which requires preparation of an erosion and sediment control plan for City approval prior to issuance of a grading permit (see RR GEO-2). With compliance with these regulations, construction-related erosion would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  While the proposed Project would increase the amount of pervious surfaces at the Project site, the pervious surfaces such as the common open space area in the center of the site, would be landscaped, to prevent potential erosion. There would be minimal areas of exposed soils following completion of the proposed Project where erosion could occur. Site improvements and landscaping would also prevent long-term erosion (RR HYD-2). With increased pervious surfaces on the site, the runoff volume and rate are expected to decrease; resulting in less potential for downstream erosion. Therefore, operation-related erosion would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR HYD-2 above. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

 3  Based on the City’s 2015 UWMP, which showed a 2015 average consumption of 155 gallons per capita per day and 98 residents. 4  One acre-foot is equivalent to 325,851 gallons. 
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ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or offsite;  Currently, 94 percent of the Project site is covered with impervious surfaces, which would decrease to 83 percent with implementation of the proposed Project. The Preliminary WQMP indicates that the proposed Project site would be regraded for drainage to flow to different specified catch basins and drop inlets. This captured discharge would be treated through one of two on-site modular wetlands biofiltration units before the runoff would be discharged to the storm drain line in East Grove Avenue.  A hydrologic conditions of concern analysis was conducted for the Preliminary WQMP and evaluated the 2-year storm. Based on this evaluation, it was determined that while the peak flow would increase with the proposed Project from 4.27 cfs to 4.79 cfs, the volume of the 2 year storm would remain the same at 0.44 cfs.   Based on this information, while the peak flow would increase slightly with the proposed Project, the overall volume would remain the same as under existing conditions.  The proposed changes resulting from the Project site would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or  Currently, 94 percent of the Project site is covered with impervious surfaces, which decrease to 83 percent with implementation of the proposed Project. The proposed BMPs, as included in the Preliminary WQMP, would provide storm water treatment, where no treatment occurs under existing conditions. Thus, the proposed Project would not result in substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Additionally, the Project would not result in increased off-site flows, and therefore no exceedance of the capacity of off-site storm drainage infrastructure would occur. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? As previously mentioned, the Project site is located within Flood Zone X, which includes areas determined to be outside the 100-year and 500-year floodplains (FEMA 2009). Based on review of Figure PS-1, Environmental and Natural Hazard Policy Map in the Public Safety Element of the General Plan, the Project site is not located within the 100-year flood area. Because the Project site is not located within the 100-year floodplain and does not receive stormwater runoff from adjacent areas, the Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area and 
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would not impede or redirect flood waters. No impacts related to the redirection of flood flows would occur, and no mitigation is required.  Under the existing condition, site drainage consists of sheet flow from the buildings and surface parking areas towards East Grove Avenue and through a ribbon gutter and catch basins at the northern drive aisle for discharge into North Orange Olive Road. Runoff then flows along the street gutters toward the existing catch basin on East Grove Avenue and into underground storm drain lines that tie into Collins Channel and eventually flows into the Santa Ana River. According to the Preliminary WQMP, the proposed Project site would be regraded for drainage to flow to different specified catch basins and drop inlets. This captured discharge would be treated through one of two on-site modular wetlands biofiltration units before the runoff would be discharged to the storm drain line in East Grove Avenue. The runoff would subsequently be conveyed to Collins Channel, the Santa Ana River, and the Pacific Ocean.  Based on the Project stormwater flows, shown in Table 4-14, Hydrologic Conditions of Concern, the Project would slightly increase the 2-year peak storm flow but would not increase its 2-year storm volume. This increase in the 2-year peak storm flow would not alter the course of this channel and other downstream facilities. Implementation of temporary and permanent erosion control BMPs in the Project’s SWPPP and WQMP (see RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2) would ensure that substantial erosion or siltation would not occur on- or off-site during short-term construction and long-term occupancy of the dwelling units. The increase in pervious surfaces on the site is expected to reduce the runoff volume and rate; resulting in less potential for downstream erosion. Thus, the Project would not result in erosion or siltation that would alter the drainage pattern of the area. Project impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
TABLE 4-14 

HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS OF CONCERN  
 

2 Year Peak Flow Q2  
(CFS) 

2 Year Volume V2  

(CF) 
Time of Concentration Tc  

(Min) Existing 4.27 0.44 10.36 Proposed 4.79 0.44 10.06 DRC 2019a  
Regulatory Requirements: See RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation?  A seiche is the resonant oscillation of a body of water caused by earthquake shaking (waves). Seiche hazards exist where groundshaking causes water to splash out of the body of water and inundate nearby areas and structures. The site is not located near a large body of water that may be subject to seiche. Tsunamis are seismic sea waves generated by undersea earthquakes or landslides. The City of Orange is not located along the coast, and the Project site is approximately 14.3 miles from the Pacific Ocean. The Orange County Tsunami Inundation Maps also do not identify the site as being within the Tsunami Inundation Area (CGS 2018b).  
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The Project site is relatively flat. There are no hillside areas on site or in the surrounding area that could generate mudflow. As a result, no impacts related to seiche, tsunami or mudflow would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact 

Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan?  As discussed above in Response 4.10a, the Project would be in compliance with applicable water quality regulations for short-term and long-term impacts. Specifically, the Project would have coverage under the NPDES Construction General Permit and implementation of the Project’s SWPPP (see RR HYD-1) would ensure that short-term, construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant. For long-term water quality impacts, in accordance with the NPDES program, the Orange County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit and Drainage Area Management Plan (DAMP), and Chapter 7.01, Water Quality and Stormwater Discharges, of the Orange Municipal Code, a Preliminary WQMP has been prepared and stormwater from the Project would be treated prior to off-site discharge. The Project would also comply with the City’s stormwater regulations in Chapter 7.01, Water Quality and Stormwater Discharges, of the Orange Municipal Code, related to prohibited connections and discharges. Thus, with implementation of permanent BMPs in the WQMP, the Project site would generate less stormwater pollutants than under existing conditions.  As indicated above in Response 4.10a, there are no groundwater wells on the Project site and no wells are proposed as part of the Project. The proposed Project would not involve direct withdrawals of groundwater, nor would it interfere with groundwater recharge such that it would result in a net deficit in aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater table levels. Excavation activities would not extend into the underlying groundwater, which was last measured at 172 feet below the ground surface (DWR 2018a). Therefore, the Project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts are less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

f) Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction activities? Storm water runoff from construction and demolition activities on the site could contain pollutants such as soils and sediments that are released during grading and excavation activities and petroleum-related pollutants due to spills or leaks from heavy equipment and machinery. Other common pollutants include solid or liquid chemical spills; concrete and related cutting or curing residues; wastes from paints, stains, sealants, solvents, detergents, glues, acids, lime, plaster, and cleaning agents; and heavy metals from equipment. 
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Construction pollutants from the site would need to be reduced by preparation and implementation of a SWPPP, as required under the Construction General Permit from the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). The SWPPP will include BMPs for erosion control, sediment control, wind erosion control, soil, and debris tracking control; waste management; material storage; wastewater; liquids; hazardous materials; stockpiles; equipment and other site conditions in order to prevent pollutants from entering the storm drain system. Inspections, reporting, and storm water sampling and analysis are also required in the SWPPP to ensure that visible and non-visible pollutants are not discharged off site. Implementation of the SWPPP (refer to RR HYD-1) would reduce storm water pollutants during construction to less than significant levels and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

g) Potentially impact stormwater runoff from post-construction activities? Operation of the proposed Project would generate pollutants (including loose soils, organic materials, fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides from landscaped areas, trash and debris, oil and grease, and heavy metals from paved areas) that may enter storm water. As indicated in Checklist Responses (a) and (f) above, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the State General Construction Permit during construction. The City of Orange LID regulations, which require preparation of a WQMP, also include the requirement for BMPs such as LID features to minimize the discharge of pollutants. On-site modular wetlands bioinfiltration units are proposed to filter storm water and irrigation water, slightly reducing runoff flows over existing conditions. Operation and maintenance practices and public education programs to reduce pollutants in the storm water would also be implemented, as part of the WQMP.  With implementation of the BMPs contained in the WQMP for the Project (refer to RR HYD-2), the impact to storm water runoff from post-construction activities would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

h) Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage, 
vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), 
waste handling, hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or 
other outdoor work areas? Construction and demolition activities on the site would include BMPs for waste management, material storage, wastewater, liquids, hazardous materials, stockpiles, equipment, and other site conditions in order to prevent pollutants from entering the storm drain system. Implementation of these BMPs as part of the SWPPP would reduce storm water pollutants during construction and demolition. Post construction activities will be limited to standard residential activities not to include the listed activities of concern.  The on-site biofiltration units would filter site runoff and provide pollutant removal prior to the release of runoff, which would be discharged to the storm drain line in East Grove Avenue. With implementation of the Project BMPs, RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2, impacts would be less than significant, no mitigation is required.  
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Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

i) Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the beneficial uses of the 
receiving waters? As indicated in Threshold Responses 4.10.c.ii and 4.10.c.iv, runoff from the Project site would subsequently be conveyed to the Collins Channel, the Santa Ana River Reach 2, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. The Project would not alter the course of Collins Channel and other downstream facilities. Implementation of temporary and permanent erosion control BMPs in the Project’s SWPPP and WQMP (see RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2) would ensure that substantial erosion or siltation would not occur on- or off-site during short-term construction and long-term occupancy of the dwelling units. The increase in pervious surfaces on the site is expected to reduce the runoff volume and rate; resulting in less potential for downstream erosion. Thus, the Project would not result in erosion or siltation that would alter the drainage pattern of the area. Project impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Beneficial uses of waters in the Santa Ana River include agricultural supply; groundwater recharge; water contact and non-water contact recreation; warm freshwater habitat; wildlife habitat; and habitat for Rare, Threatened, or Endangered species. The Santa Ana River Reach 2 was listed in 2010 as an impaired water body per Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act but was delisted in 2016.  Storm water pollutants from construction and demolition activities at the site would be reduced by the implementation of BMPs identified in the Project SWPPP. Storm water pollutants during operation and use of the proposed Project would also be reduced with implementation of BMPs (modular wetlands System biofiltration unit), implemented as part of the WQMP for the Project. With implementation of the BMPs identified in the SWPPP and WQMP (RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2), pollutants would be reduced on the Project site and prevented from entering the storm water system to minimize their impacts on downstream beneficial uses. Therefore, storm water pollutants from the Project site are not expected to adversely affect the beneficial uses of these waters, and the impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

j) Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of stormwater 
runoff to cause environmental harm? The site is currently developed with a commercial structure, including driveways and a parking lot. Reconstruction of the site would replace existing structures with the proposed Project. As indicated in the WQMP (Appendix E), the Project site is currently 6 percent pervious and 94 percent impervious. Following construction of the proposed Project, the site would be 17 percent pervious and 83 percent impervious (DRC 2019a). The proposed Project would increase the amount of pervious surfaces at the Project site, which would result in greater site infiltration of storm water within these areas. Therefore, no increase in runoff volume or velocity is anticipated with the proposed Project, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
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Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

k) Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas? As discussed above, erosion may occur on site during demolition and construction activities. This would be reduced by the implementation of erosion-control BMPs, as outlined in the Project SWPPP. Long-term erosion is not expected since the site will be paved or built over and open areas landscaped. The proposed Project would also provide one of two on-site biofiltration units that would prevent long-term erosion at the site. Erosion impacts would be less than significant with implementation of the SWPPP and WQMP (RR HYD-1 and RR HYD-2).  No mitigation is required.   
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required    
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 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Physically divide an established community?     b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The MND determined that Phase I Project development would not divide an established community or conflict with a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. As discussed in the MND, the construction of 25 single-family residential units would be consistent with the General Plan land use designation of LMDR, which would allow construction of 14 to 35 residential units of a variety of single-family and/or multifamily types. The MND identified the site zoning as Limited Business (C-1) and indicated that the zoning was non-conforming with the General Plan designation.  The Phase I Project included a Specific Plan (i.e., Orange-Olive Specific Plan.  Development standards for the Project site under the Specific Plan would be similar to the standards specified under the City’s Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) Zone. Adoption of the Specific Plan was required as part of Project approval. Upon adoption of the Specific Plan, the Phase I Project would be consistent with both the General Plan designation (Specific Plan) and the development standards for the Project site under the Specific Plan. It was determined that Project development would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, and regulations and land use impacts would be less than significant. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?  As shown in the aerial photograph provided in Exhibit 2-1, the Project site is currently developed with the Shaffer Park Center that consists of two commercial/retail buildings and associated surface parking areas and site improvements. The Project site is bordered by North Orange Olive Road on the west, with the BNSF railroad tracks and light industrial uses farther west, across North Orange Olive Road. East Grove Avenue defines the southern boundary of the site, with Shaffer Park  across the street and residential uses farther south. The Project site is bound by Phase I of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan (existing residential uses to the north) and existing residential to the east. Thus, the site is located at the edge of a residential community in the City of Orange. The Project is Phase II of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan and proposes to redevelop the site with 32 dwelling units.  The proposed dwelling units would generally be similar to Phase I to the north and existing residential land uses to the east. Therefore, the Project would not divide or disrupt the physical arrangement of an established community but would serve as an extension of an existing residential area. No impact would on occur on an established community, and no mitigation is required.  
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Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  With respect to regional planning, SCAG is the MPO for Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial counties. As the designated MPO, the federal government mandates SCAG to prepare plans for growth management, transportation, air quality, and hazardous waste management. In addition, SCAG reviews projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans. SCAG’s regional planning programs, including the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP), Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), and RTP/SCS, are not directly applicable to the proposed Project because the Project is not of Statewide, regional or area-wide significance, as defined by Section 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines. However, the Project would contribute to new housing development in the City of Orange; thus, contributing to the City’s RHNA housing goal of 363 new dwelling units between 2014 and 2021 (SCAG 2012).  Local plans and programs relevant to the Project and the consistency of the proposed Project with these plans and programs, which include the Orange-Olive Specific Plan, City of Orange General Plan and Zoning Code/Municipal Code, are discussed below. 

Orange-Olive Specific Plan  The Project is proposed as Phase II of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan, which would require a Specific Plan Amendment to include the parcel that comprises the 2.9-acre Phase II Project site, as described in Section 3.0, Project Description.  The proposed discretionary actions as described in Section 3.0 would allow for (1) the Specific Plan boundary to be adjusted to include the 2.9-acre parcel that is outside of the Specific Plan boundary and (2) other changes to the Specific Plan’s land use, design and development regulations and standards, and infrastructure systems to allow for development of the proposed Project.   The proposed Zone Change would make the zoning designation of the site consistent with its LMDR General Plan land use designation, as shown in the Land Use Policy Map in the General Plan, and would, in turn, make the Project consistent with the Zoning Code. 
City of Orange General Plan The City of Orange General Plan was adopted on March 9, 2010 and is organized into 11 elements: (1) Land Use, (2) Circulation and Mobility, (3) Growth Management, (4) Natural Resources, (5) Public Safety, (6) Noise, (7) Cultural Resources and Historic Preservation, (8) Infrastructure, (9) Urban Design, (10) Economic Development, and (11) Housing (which was adopted under separate cover on April 13, 2010). Each element contains the City’s goals and policies related to that element. An analysis of how the Project is applicable to each element is described below.  Additionally, an evaluation of the Project’s consistency with applicable goals and policies from the City’s General plan is Provided in Table 4-15, Proposed Project General Plan Consistency Analysis.  
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TABLE 4-15 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Land Use Element  GOAL 1.0: Meet the present and future needs of all residential and business sectors with a diverse and balanced mix of land uses. Policy 1.4: Ensure that new development reflects existing design standards, qualities, and features that are in context with nearby development. Consistent.  The Project is located in a primarily residential area with residential uses to the north (Irving House) and east.  Schaffer Park is located to the south and light industrial uses are located to the west, across North Orange Olive Road. The proposed Project is Phase II of the previously City-approved Irving House development to the north. The Project is consistent with the development standards identified in the amended Specific Plan for the Irving House development. Additionally, the Project would be subject to design review by the City’s Design Review Committee, which would ensure that the Project has an internally consistent, integrated design theme in terms or architectural features, landscaping, signage, and secondary functional and accessory features, compatible with the existing development.  Policy 1.6: Minimize effects of new development on the privacy and character of surrounding neighborhoods. Consistent. There are single family residential uses to the north and east.  An existing wall located on the northern and eastern boundaries of the Project site would remain to provide a visual buffer from adjacent properties.  Also, new landscaping, setbacks and additional walls and fencing would further create buffering from adjacent properties.   GOAL 6.0: Advance development activity that is mutually beneficial to both the environment and the community. Policy 6.1: Ensure that new development is compatible with the style and design of established structures and the surrounding environment. Consistent.  As indicated above under Policy 1.4, the proposed Project is Phase II of the previously City-approved Irving House development to the north. The proposed Project is consistent with the development standards identified in the amended Specific Plan for the Irving House development. Additionally, the Project would be subject to design review by the City’s Design Review Committee, which would ensure that the Project has an internally consistent, integrated design theme in terms or architectural features, landscaping, signage, and secondary functional and accessory features.  Policy 6.5: Reduce pollutant runoff from new development and urban runoff to the maximum extent practicable. Consistent.  The Project site is currently 6 percent pervious and 94 percent impervious; however, post construction, the site would be 17 percent pervious and 83 percent impervious.  With a decrease in impervious surface, the runoff volume and rate are expected to decrease resulting in less runoff.  In addition, a Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) was prepared to address long-term 
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TABLE 4-15 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Land Use Element  stormwater pollution from the proposed Project, and the Final WQMP would be approved by the City prior to issuance of the Demolition Permit. Policy 6.8: Maximize landscaping along streetscapes and within development projects to enhance public health and environmental benefits. Consistent.  The Project would include private open space along streetscapes with landscaping within these areas. The frontage along Orange-Olive Road would be landscaped with drought tolerant trees and plants, like the Phase I Irving House frontage landscaping to ensure a consistent landscape design.  Policy 6.10: Mitigate adverse air, noise, circulation, and other environmental impacts caused by new development adjacent to existing neighborhoods through use of sound walls, landscaping buffers, speed limits, and other traffic control measures. 
Consistent. The proposed Project includes noise mitigation measures (MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-6) to mitigate potential short- (construction) and long-term (operation) noise impacts.  Air quality and traffic impacts were determined to be less than significant with no mitigation.  

Growth Management Element  Policy 2.4: Explore infill development or mixed-use opportunities wherever possible as developable space becomes more limited. Consistent. The Project is an infill residential development compatible with land uses surrounding the Project.  
Natural Resources Element  GOAL 2.0: Protect air, water, and energy resources from pollution and overuse. Policy 2.13: Control surface runoff water discharges into the stormwater conveyance system to comply with the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Municipal Permit and other regional permits issued by the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

Consistent.  The Project would comply with the NPDES requirements under the NPDES Construction General Permit, which requires preparation of a SWPPP (RR HYD-1).  A WQMP was prepared to address long-term stormwater pollution from the proposed Project, and the Final WQMP would be approved by the City prior to issuance of the Demolition Permit. Policy 2.14: Reduce pollutant runoff from new development by requiring use of the most low development impact practices and effective Best Management Practices (BMPs) currently available. 
Consistent.  The Project would implement BMPs identified in the SWPPP and WQMP to reduce pollutant runoff.   Policy 2.15: Minimize the amount of impervious surfaces and associated urban runoff pollutants in new development and significant redevelopment throughout the community. 
Consistent.  The Project site is currently 6 percent pervious and 94 percent impervious; however, post construction, the site would be 17 percent pervious and 83 percent impervious.  With a decrease in impervious surface, the runoff volume and rate are expected to decrease resulting in less runoff.  In addition, a Preliminary WQMP was prepared to address long-term stormwater pollution from the proposed Project, and the Final WQMP would be approved by the City prior to issuance of the Demolition Permit. 
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TABLE 4-15 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Land Use Element  
Noise Element  GOAL 1.0: Promote a pattern of land uses compatible with current and future noise levels. Policy 1.2: Encourage new development projects to provide sufficient spatial buffers to separate excessive noise generating land uses and noise-sensitive land uses. 

Consistent. The Project includes common landscape area along street frontages, entry along East Grove Avenue, and interior of Project site to buffer proposed residences from adjacent streets and interior roadways.  An existing perimeter wall along the north and east boundaries of the Project site would provide an additional buffer between the proposed Project and surrounding residences.   Policy 1.4: Ensure that acceptable noise levels are maintained near noise-sensitive uses. Consistent. The proposed Project includes noise mitigation measures (MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-6) to mitigate potential short- and long-term noise impacts. With implementation of mitigation, noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant.   Policy 1.6: Require an acoustical study for proposed developments in areas where the existing and projected noise level exceeds or would exceed the maximum allowable levels identified in Table N-3. The acoustical study shall be performed in accordance with the requirements set forth within this Noise Element. 

Consistent.  MM NOI-5 requires a noise analysis demonstrating that interior noise levels would be 45 dBA CNEL or less and exterior common use areas proximate to North Orange Olive Road would be located behind the buildings or shielded by a sound wall or other barrier to ensure exterior noise levels do not exceed 65 dBA CNEL. GOAL 7.0: Minimize construction, maintenance vehicle, and nuisance noise in residential areas and near noise-sensitive land uses. Policy 7.2: Require developers and contractors to employ noise minimizing techniques during construction and maintenance operations. Consistent. The proposed Project includes noise mitigation measures (MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-6) to mitigate potential short- and long-term noise impacts. With implementation of mitigation, noise impacts would be reduced to less than significant.   Policy 7.3: Limit the hours of construction and maintenance operations located adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses. Consistent. The Project would be consistent with Chapter 8.24, Noise Control, of the City’s Noise Ordinance, which requires construction activities to occur between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on any day except for Sunday or a Federal holiday, or between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Sunday or a Federal holiday. Additionally, MM NOI-3 requires construction contractors to restrict the operation of any construction equipment that is powered by a greater than 150-horsepower-engine from operating within 15 feet of any off-site residential structure.   
Infrastructure Element  GOAL 4.0: Ensure adequate provision of electricity, natural gas, telephone and data services and cable television. Policy 4.2: Continue to require utilities to be placed underground for new development. Consistent. The proposed Project would place underground any overhead utility lines that currently serve the Project site.  
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TABLE 4-15 
GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS  

Land Use Element  
Urban Design Element  GOAL 6.0: Encourage contextually appropriate infill development projects and property renovations. Policy 6.1: Encourage consistent high quality design of development projects, and provide development standards that ensure building and site design that is well integrated with infrastructure and circulation system 

Consistent. The proposed Project is Phase II of the previously City-approved Irving House development to the north. The proposed Project is consistent with the development standards identified in the amended Specific Plan for the Irving House development. Additionally, the Project would be subject to design review by the City’s Design Review Committee, which would ensure that the Project has an internally consistent, integrated design theme in terms or architectural features, landscaping, signage, and secondary functional and accessory features. Policy 6.2: Ensure that new infill development contributes positively to the quality of the surrounding corridor or neighborhood, including the potential to provide additional park space, and minimize the visibility of on-site parking. 
Consistent.  The Project includes 19,535 square feet (sf) of homeowner’s association (HOA) common open space in addition to 22,090 sf of private yard open space for each residential unit.  Guest parking spaces are internal to the development and not visible from E. Grove Avenue or North Orange Olive Road.   

Land Use Element The Land Use Element in the General Plan identifies the City’s objectives, goals and policies related to development and land use and includes a Land Use Policy Map that establishes allowable land uses throughout the City. The current land use designation for the Project site is Low Medium Density Residential (6-15 du/ac) (LMDR), which allows small lot or zero lot line single-family subdivisions, duplexes and mobile home parks, as well as lower intensity apartment and condominium complexes. The Project proposes a small-lot single-family subdivision at a density of 11.0 units per acre. This is allowed under the site’s LMDR land use designation and is consistent with the permitted development density range. The site is not within a Land Use Focus Area or Urban Mixed-Use Site in the City. As described above, the site is proposed as Phase II of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan Specific Plan and would require a Zone Change to allow for the zoning designation of the site to be consistent with its LMDR General Plan land use designation.   
Circulation and Mobility Element The Circulation and Mobility Element addresses the transportation and circulation needs of the City. The North Orange Olive Road is designated as a Secondary Arterial (4 lanes undivided) in the Master Plan for Streets and Highways in the Circulation and Mobility Element. Along the site, North Orange Olive Road is a 4-lane, undivided road and no change to this road is proposed as part of the Project. In the Plan for Recreational Trails and Bikeways in the Circulation and Mobility Element, no existing or proposed bikeways or recreational trails are located on North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue near the site. 
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Growth Management Element The Growth Management Element addresses the provision of traffic improvements for orderly growth and development in the City. It sets a level of service (LOS) standard of D. The Project does not include roadway and traffic improvements and would not lead to the operation of roadways and intersections at levels worse than LOS D. 
Natural Resources Element The Natural Resources Element promotes the conservation and preservation of open space resources; air; water and energy resources; ecological, biological and mineral resources; recreational facilities and programs; trails; and visual and aesthetic resources in the City. The site is not located in an area with identified natural resources.  
Public Safety Element The Public Safety Element addresses natural and human-caused hazards, crime, and homeland security, including hazards from geologic and seismic activity, floods, fire, hazardous materials, and aircraft operations. Other public safety issues addressed in the Element include inter-jurisdictional cooperation, homeland security, urban design as a crime prevention tool, and issues related to the City’s hillsides and waterways. The site is not located in an area with identified hazards or public safety concerns. 
Noise Element The Noise Element establishes policies and programs that will limit community exposure to excessive noise levels. Occupancy of the Project and associated residential activities would not generate excessive noise levels. Additionally, features, including but not limited to, site boundary walls and double-pane windows would reduce noise levels at the site.  
Cultural Resources and Historic Preservation Element The Cultural Resources and Historic Preservation Element seeks to preserve the City’s culture and history. The site is not developed with a historic object (even though one of the existing structures on the site is more than 50 years old, it is not considered historic), historic site, or significant historic resource and is not located within an existing or proposed local historic district or neighborhood conservation area.  
Infrastructure Element The Infrastructure Element includes guidelines and policies that address the community’s existing and future needs for public utilities and infrastructure, such as water, sewer, storm drain systems, solid waste services, natural gas, electrical, telephone, data, and cable television services. The Project would connect to existing utility infrastructure on abutting streets and would be adequately served by existing infrastructure. 
Urban Design Element The Urban Design Element seeks to enhance the image of the City and to provide guidance for new growth and redevelopment. Based on review of Figure UD-1, Urban Design Plan, in the Urban Design Element, the site is not located in or near a public facility, ridgeline, resource area, mixed-use area, activity node/urban green zone, city gateway, city entrance sign, major or minor streetscape, 
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commercial corridor, Old Towne, City Hall, or Community Center. However, the site is near an open space park – Shaffer Park. The Project would not affect the visual character of Shaffer Park. 
Economic Development Element The Economic Development Element seeks to cultivate economic growth and maintain a strong economic base in the City. While the Project would result in the loss of jobs at the existing shopping center, the Project would redevelop an underutilized commercial site and would create temporary construction jobs, as well as provide housing for the City’s work force. Therefore, in light of the above, there would be no conflict with the goals and policies of the General Plan or the land use designation for the site in the Land Use Policy Map. Thus, the proposed Project would not conflict with the Orange General Plan.  
Orange Zoning Code The Orange Zoning Code is the primary tool for implementing the General Plan. The Zoning Code provides development standards (i.e., setbacks, building height, site coverage, parking, and sign requirements) for development in all areas of the City. In addition, the Zoning Code includes a Zoning Map that identifies the zoning of individual parcels, with corresponding permitted, conditionally permitted, and prohibited land uses. The Project site is zoned C-1 (Limited Business), which allows for the development of various commercial, retail, service, and office uses. Per the Land Use Element, this zone is not consistent with the LMDR land use designation of the site. Thus, as part of the Project, a Zone Change is needed from C-1 to R-3 (SP), which is one of the zones that is consistent with the LMDR designation. With the Zone Change, the site zoning would be consistent with the land use designation in the General Plan, and the Project would become consistent with both the land use designation and zoning of the site. The R-3 zone would also be similar to the R-3 zone of the parcels north of the site. As indicated earlier, the Project would comply with applicable zoning regulations for the R-3 (SP) zone. With the proposed Zone Change, the Project would not conflict with any local land use plan, policy, or regulation.  In light of the above analysis, the Project would not cause a significant environmental impact, as the Project would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation, including the City’s General Plan and Zoning. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?     b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND As discussed in the Phase I Project MND,  The MND identified that the Project site was not in a Mineral Resource Zone designating the presence or likely presence of aggregate mineral resources valuable to the region and was not in a Resource Area designated in the City of Orange General Plan. The MND concluded that Phase I Project development would not cause the loss of a mineral resource valuable to the City, the region, or the State, and that no impact would occur. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  The CGS designates Mineral Resources Zones (MRZs) according to the presence of or potential for underlying mineral resources. MRZ-1 is an area with no significant mineral deposits; MRZ-2 is an area with significant mineral deposits; and MRZ-3 is an area containing known mineral resources of undetermined significance. The site is located in MRZ-3 (CDMG 1995, 1981). However, there are no mining activities on or near the site. Considering the small size of the site and the presence of urban developments on and near the site, it is unlikely that mining activities would be feasible or would occur on the site. The Project site is not underlain by an oil, gas or geothermal field, although several small oil fields are present along the Santa Ana River (DOGGR 2001). There are no past or ongoing oil or gas drilling activities on or near the site. Review of the California Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources’ (DOGGR’s) Well Finder shows no oil or gas wells are located on the Project site or in the vicinity of the site. The nearest wells are dry holes approximately 0.34 mile to the north and 0.61 mile to the southeast of the site (DOGGR 2018). Thus, redevelopment of the site with residential uses would not result in the loss or availability of regional mineral resources. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 
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b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? The Natural Resources Element of the General Plan calls for the preservation of significant mineral resources in the City by protecting the Santiago Creek and Santa Ana River corridors. The Project site is not located near Santiago Creek or the Santa Ana River nor is it designated as Resource Area (R-A), where mining activities are ongoing. The site is also not zoned S-G (Sand and Gravel) in the City’s Zoning Map (Orange 2016a). In addition, there are no mining activities on or near the site. Thus, the Project would not result in the loss or availability of locally-important mineral resources. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 NOISE  

Would the project result in: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?     

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?     c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
    

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND As discussed in the Phase I Project MND, Project construction hours would be limited to 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM Monday through Saturday excepting federal holidays, when construction activities are exempt from the City’s noise standards. The MND concluded that Project construction noise impacts would be less than significant after such compliance. The MND identified construction vibration impacts to existing residences next to the Project site as less than significant after implementation of MM NOI-3. The MND identified that operational traffic noise impacts would be less than significant. The MND concluded that noise impacts from traffic on Orange-Olive Road and trains on a BNSF railroad track, both of which are adjacent to the Project site would be potentially significant. However, it was determined that with implementation of MM NOI-1 and NOI-2, impacts would be less than significant. No airport-related noise impacts were identified. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Noise and Vibration Descriptors Several rating scales (or noise “metrics”) are used to analyze the effects of noise on a community. These scales include the equivalent noise level (Leq) and the community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Average noise levels over a period of minutes or hours are usually expressed as A-weighted decibels (dBA) Leq, which is the equivalent noise level for that period of time. The period of time averaging may be specified; where Leq(3) would be a 3-hour average. When no period is specified, a 1-hour average is assumed. Noise of short duration (i.e., substantially less than the averaging period) is averaged into ambient noise during the period of interest. Thus, a loud noise lasting several seconds or a few minutes may have minimal effect on the measured sound level averaged over a one-hour period. To evaluate community noise impacts, CNEL was developed to account for human sensitivity to evening and nighttime noise. CNEL separates a 24-hour day into three periods: daytime (7:00 AM to 7:00 PM), evening (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM), and nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM). The evening sound 
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levels are assigned a 5-dBA penalty, and the nighttime sound levels are assigned a 10-dBA penalty prior to averaging them with daytime hourly sound levels. Several statistical descriptors are also often used to describe noise, including Lmax and Lmin, which are the highest and lowest A-weighted sound levels that occur during a noise event, respectively.  Vibration amplitudes are commonly expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or root-mean square (RMS) vibration velocity. PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV and RMS vibration velocity are normally described in inches per second. Similar to airborne sound, vibration velocity can be expressed in decibel notation as vibration decibels (VdB).  
Existing Conditions To evaluate the existing noise environment, noise level measurements were collected at 4 locations on January 7-8, 2019. Measurements were collected for 24-hours along the western Project boundary (North Orange Olive Road) and southern Project boundary (East Grove Avenue), as well as 20-minute durations for the eastern and northern Project boundaries where noise levels are not substantial. The energy average (Leq), maximum noise level (Lmax), and minimum noise level (Lmin) values were taken at each ambient noise measurement location, as shown in Table 4-16, below. The complete noise monitoring results are included in Appendix F.  

TABLE 4-16 
SUMMARY OF SHORT-TERM AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL MEASUREMENTS  

Measurement 
Numbera Location  Time 

Noise Levels (dBA) Primary 
Noise Source Leq Lmax Lmin 1 Northern Project Boundary 7:33 –  7:53 pm 56 75 49 Roadway traffic and train noise 2 Eastern Project Boundary 7:08 –  7:30 pm 53 65 48 Roadway traffic and train noise dBA: A-weighted decibels; Leq: equivalent noise level; Lmax: maximum noise level; Lmin: minimum noise level. a  See Exhibit 4-3 for noise measurement locations As shown in Table 4-16, the average daytime noise levels near the site range from 53 to 56 dBA Leq. Traffic from North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue are the primary noise sources in the Project area. Intermittent noise is generated by trains along the BNSF railroad tracks. Noise levels at the northern and eastern property boundaries are below the noise compatibility standards for residential uses. Noise Monitoring Locations (Exhibit 4-3) along the Project boundary lines adjacent to North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue were measured for 24-hours. Extended monitoring was conducted at these locations, as they are adjacent to noise sources. As shown in Exhibit 4-4, Hourly Noise Levels at Western Project Boundary, average daytime noise levels in the study area range from 59 to 75 dBA Leq. The 24-hour weighted noise level at this location is 75 dBA CNEL. The measured noise levels are representative of an urban environmental setting.  
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EXHIBIT 4-4 
HOURLY NOISE LEVELS AT THE WESTERN PROJECT BOUNDARY 

ALONG NORTH ORANGE OLIVE ROAD 

 Exhibit 4-5, shown below, provides the 24-hour measurements conducted at the southern Project property line adjacent to East Grove Avenue. Hourly Noise Levels at Noise Monitoring along East Grove Avenue had average daytime noise levels, which range from 48 to 64 dBA Leq. The 24-hour weighted noise level at this location is 64 dBA CNEL.   
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EXHIBIT 4-5 
HOURLY NOISE LEVELS AT THE SOUTHERN PROJECT BOUNDARY 

ALONG EAST GROVE AVENUE 

 Sensitive Receptors Noise-sensitive receptors are generally considered to be humans who are engaged in activities that may be subject to the stress of significant interference from noise. These would include residents within the Project site that may be sleeping, resting, or involved in other activities that are not conducive to loud noise.  
City of Orange Noise Element and Municipal Code The City of Orange has established guidelines and standards in the General Plan and the Municipal Code. General Plan Noise Element The City of Orange is affected by several different sources of noise, including automobile traffic,  trains, commercial activity, and periodic nuisances such as construction, loud parties, and other events. The Noise Element is intended to identify these sources and provide objectives and policies that ensure that noise from these sources does not create an unacceptable noise environment (Orange 2015). The Noise Element contains guidelines for noise compatible land use for long-term operations as shown in Table 4-17. 
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TABLE 4-17 
LAND USE NOISE COMPATIBILITY MATRIX  

Land Use CNEL (dBA) 
Designations 

(as shown on Figure LU-5) Uses Interior1,3 Exterior2 Estate Low Density Residential  Low Density Residential  Low Medium Density Residential  Single-family, duplex, and multiple-family  45  65  Mobile home park  N/A  65  Medium Density Residential Neighborhood Mixed-use  Neighborhood Office Professional  Old Towne Mixed-use  General Commercial  Yorba Commercial Overlay  Urban Mixed-use  Urban Office Professional  

Single-family  45  65  Mobile home park  N/A  65  Multiple-family, mixed-use  45  654,5  Transient lodging—motels, hotels  45  65  Sports arenas, outdoor spectator sports  N/A  N/A  Auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters  45  N/A  Office buildings, business, commercial and professional  50  N/A  Light Industrial and Industrial  Manufacturing, utilities, agriculture  N/A  N/A  Public Facilities and Institutions  Schools, nursing homes, day care facilities, hospitals, convalescent facilities, dormitories  45  65  Government Facilities—offices, fire stations, community buildings  45  N/A  Places of Worship, Churches  45  N/A  Libraries  45  N/A  Utilities  N/A  N/A  Cemeteries  N/A  N/A  Recreation Commercial  Open Space  Open Space—Park  Open Space—Ridgeline  Resource Area  
Playgrounds, neighborhood parks  N/A  70  Golf courses, riding stables, water recreation, cemeteries  N/A  N/A  

Notes:  (1) Interior habitable environment excludes bathrooms, closets and corridors.  (2) Exterior noise level standard to be applied at outdoor activity areas; such as private yards, private patio or balcony of a multi-family residence. Where the location of an outdoor activity area is unknown or not applicable, the noise standard shall be applied inside the property line of the receiving land use.  (3) Interior noise standards shall be satisfied with windows in the closed position. Mechanical ventilation shall be provided per Uniform Building Code (UBC) requirements.  (4) Within the Urban Mixed-Use, Neighborhood Mixed-Use, Old Towne Mixed-use, and Medium Density Residential land use designations, exterior space standards apply only to common outdoor recreational areas.  (5) Within Urban Mixed-Use and Medium Density Residential land use designations, exterior noise levels on private patios or balconies located within 250 feet of freeways (I-5, SR-57, SR-55, SR-22, or SR-241) and Smart Streets and Principal Arterials identified in the Circulation & Mobility Element that exceed 70 dB should provide additional common open space.  N/A=Not Applicable to specified land use category or designation  Source: City of Orange General Plan Noise Element, Table N-3, 2015.  



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-85 Environmental Analysis 

The Noise Element of the General Plan acknowledges that noise from major roadways may affect sensitive receptors and identifies roadways proximate to the Project site. The following goals and polices are applicable to the Project: GOAL 1.0:  Promote a pattern of land uses compatible with current and future noise levels. Policy 1.1:  Consider potential excessive noise levels when making land use planning decisions. Policy 1.2:  Encourage new development projects to provide sufficient spatial buffers to separate excessive noise generating land uses and noise-sensitive land uses. Policy 1.3: Incorporate design features into residential and mixed-use projects that can be used to shield residents from excessive noise. Policy 1.4:  Ensure that acceptable noise levels are maintained near noise-sensitive uses. Policy 1.5:  Reduce impacts of high-noise activity centers located near residential areas.  Policy 1.6:  Require an acoustical study for proposed developments in areas where the existing and projected noise level exceeds or would exceed the maximum allowable levels identified in Table N-3 (shown as Table 4-17). The acoustical study shall be performed in accordance with the requirements set forth within this Noise Element. The Noise Element recognizes that noise generated by vehicular traffic can affect adjacent residential areas and other sensitive land uses. The following goals and polices are applicable to the Project: GOAL 2.0:  Minimize vehicular traffic noise in residential areas and near noise-sensitive land uses. Policy 2.1:  Encourage noise-compatible land uses along existing and future roadways, highways, and freeways. Policy 2.2:  Encourage coordinated site planning and traffic control measures that minimize traffic noise in noise-sensitive land use areas. Policy 2.3:  Encourage the use of alternative transportation modes such as walking, bicycling, mass transit, and alternative fuel vehicles to minimize traffic noise. Policy 2.4:  Continue to work with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA), and Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) to install, maintain, and update freeway and highway rights-of-way buffers and soundwalls. Policy 2.5:  Work toward understanding and reducing traffic noise in residential neighborhoods with a focus on analyzing the effects of traffic noise exposure throughout the City.  GOAL 3.0: Minimize train noise in residential areas and near noise-sensitive land uses. Policy 3.1:  Encourage noise-compatible land uses and incorporate noise-reducing design features within transit oriented, mixed-use development near rail corridors. 
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The City has also established goals and policies related to construction activities based on Goal 7. GOAL 7.0:  Minimize construction, maintenance vehicle, and nuisance noise in residential areas and near noise-sensitive land uses. Policy 7.1:  Schedule City maintenance and construction projects so that they generate noise during less sensitive hours. Policy 7.2:  Require developers and contractors to employ noise minimizing techniques during construction and maintenance operations. Policy 7.3:  Limit the hours of construction and maintenance operations located adjacent to noise-sensitive land uses. Policy 7.4:  Encourage limitations on the hours of operations and deliveries for commercial, mixed-use, and industrial uses abutting residential zones. City of Orange Exterior Noise Standards  As shown in Table 4-18, the City has developed noise limits for stationary noise sources, which apply to noise exposure at all residential properties. These standards are codified in the City of Orange 
Municipal Code Title 8 (Health and Safety), Chapter 8.24 (Noise Control), Section 8.24.040 (Exterior Standards).  

TABLE 4-18 
EXTERIOR NOISE STANDARDS  

 Noise Level Time Period Hourly Average (L eq) 55 dB (A) 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 50 dB (A) 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. Maximum Level 70 dB (A) 7:00 a.m.—10:00 p.m. 65 dB (A) 10:00 p.m.—7:00 a.m. Source: City of Orange Municipal Code, 2018. City of Orange Significance Thresholds 
Transportation The Noise Element of the General Plan (Orange 2015) states the following for assessments of potential noise impacts: 

For City analysis of noise impacts and determining appropriate mitigation under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in addition to the maximum allowable noise level standards 
outlined in Tables N-3 and N-4, an increase in ambient noise levels is assumed to be a significant 
noise impact if a project causes ambient noise levels to exceed the following: 

• Where the existing ambient noise level is less than 65 dBA, a project related permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels of 5 dBA CNEL or greater. 

• Where the existing ambient noise level is greater than 65 dBA, a project related permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels of 3 dBA CNEL or greater. 
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Would the Project: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Project Related Temporary Noise Increases Temporary noise increases associated with the Project occurs during the construction phase. Chapter 8.24, Noise Control, of the Orange Municipal Code is the City’s Noise Ordinance. Section 8.24.050.E provides an exemption to the City’s noise limits provided construction activities are consistent with the following:  “E. Noise sources associated with construction, repair, remodeling, or grading of any real property, provided said activities take place between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on any day except for Sunday or a Federal holiday, or between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Sunday or a Federal holiday. Noise generated outside of the hours specified are subject to the noise standards identified in Table 8.24.040.” Construction activities are anticipated to involve demolition of existing structures and pavement, grading and excavation for utilities and building foundations, and building construction. Construction activities are anticipated to start in 2019 and end in 2020. All construction activities would occur within the hours specified by the Noise Ordinance. It is estimated that a total of approximately 3,000 tons of debris would be exported off site during demolition. During the demolition and grading activities, trucks are expected to enter and leave the Project site on a regular basis during working hours. The number of truck trips traveling along the City-designated truck routes (e.g., North Orange Olive Road, Meats Avenue, Taft Avenue, and Tustin Street) would vary daily depending on the nature of the construction activity at the site. Demolition debris removal from the Project site would generate an estimated 300 round trips over a 20-day demolition phase. On average it is anticipated that 15 truck hauls per day or approximately 2 round trips per hour would occur during that phase. The addition of 2 round haul truck trips per hour would increase traffic noise levels by less than 3 dBA, which would not result in a substantial change in noise levels. Thus, this impact would be less than significant. In typical construction projects (such as the proposed Project), demolition and grading activities generate the highest noise levels since they involve the use of the largest equipment. During demolition and grading, persons in the immediate vicinity of the construction site would experience short-term noise impacts related to the operation of heavy construction equipment such as bulldozers, hoe-rams, excavators, and dump trucks. Noise levels would fluctuate depending on equipment type, duration of use, and distance between noise source and receiver. The operation of heavy equipment may occur as close as 10 feet to the residences to the north and east of the Project site. Noise from localized point sources, such as construction equipment, decreases by approximately 6 dBA with each doubling of distance from the source to receptor.  Local residents would be subject to elevated noise levels due to the operation of Project-related construction equipment. Construction activities are carried out in discrete steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the character of the noise levels surrounding the construction site as work progresses. Construction noise levels reported in the USEPA’s Noise from Construction Equipment and 
Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances were used to estimate future construction noise levels for the Project (USEPA 1971). Typically, the estimated construction noise levels are 
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governed primarily by equipment that produces the highest noise levels. Construction noise levels for each generalized construction phase (ground-clearing/demolition, excavation, foundation construction, building construction, paving, and site cleanup) are based on a typical construction equipment mix for an industrial project and do not include use of atypical, very loud, and vibration-intensive equipment (e.g., pile drivers).  The degree to which noise-sensitive receptors are affected by construction activities depends heavily on their proximity. Estimated noise levels attributable to the development of the proposed Project are shown in Table 4-19, and calculations are included in Appendix F, Noise Calculations.  
TABLE 4-19 

CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS AT NOISE-SENSITIVE USES 
  

Construction Phase 

Noise Levels (Leq dBA) 
Residential Uses to 

the North of the 
Project Site  

Industrial Uses to the 
West of the Project 

Site 

Shaffer Park to the 
South of the Project 

Site 
Residential Uses to the 
East of the Project Site  

Max  
(10 ft) 

Avg  
(130 ft) 

Max  
(170 ft) 

Avg  
(380 ft) 

Max  
(60 ft) 

Avg  
(190 ft) 

Max  
(10 ft) 

Avg  
(240 ft) Ground Clearing/Demolition 97 75 72 65 81 71 97 69 Excavation 102 80 77 70 86 76 102 74 Foundation Construction 95 73 70 63 79 69 95 67 Building Construction 95 73 70 63 79 69 95 67 Paving and Site Cleanup 102 80 77 70 86 76 102 74 Leq dBA: Average noise energy level; Max: maximum; avg: average; ft: feet  Note: Noise levels from construction activities do not take into account attenuation provided by intervening structures. Source: USEPA 1971. 

Table 4-19 shows both the maximum and average noise levels for construction equipment. Maximum noise levels represent the noise levels from construction equipment occurring nearest to the noise sensitive use/receptor. Average noise levels represent the noise exposure to sensitive uses based on the distance to the center of the Project site. Noise levels from general Project-related construction activities would range from 70 to 102 dBA Leq for the maximum noise levels and 63 to 80 dBA Leq for the average noise levels. Noise level reductions from existing masonry walls were not included.  The development of the proposed Project would comply with Orange Municipal Code Section 8.24.050, which establishes restrictions for construction activities. With the incorporation of the restrictions in Orange Municipal Code Section 8.24.050, MM NOI-3, previously approved mitigation measure from the Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND, and MM NOI-4, which incorporates MM 5.10-3 from the City of Orange General Plan EIR, impacts would be less than significant.  
Permanent Project Related Noise Increases Permanent sources of noise associated with the Project involves vehicle trips traveling to and from the Project site, property maintenance activities (landscaping) as well as mechanical sources of noise. Noise Generated by Project Traffic As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, the proposed Project would result in a reduction in trip generation compared to the existing commercial uses. Thus, it is presumed that Project-generated 
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traffic volumes on nearby streets with adjacent sensitive receptors would be less than the traffic generated by the existing onsite uses. The impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Noise Generated by On-Site Sources The primary noise sources generated by operation of the proposed Project would be heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment, landscape maintenance, and trash collection. Noise generated by HVAC equipment is regulated by the Municipal Code, Section 8.24.040, which requires that noise exposure at offsite uses not exceed the exterior noise standards shown in Table 8.24.040 (Table 4-18, above). For maintenance and landscaping activities, Section 8.24.050 of the Orange Municipal Code provides an exemption to the noise limits provided within 8.24.040 provided that: “Noise sources associated with the maintenance of real property, provided such activities take place between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday or a Federal holiday, or between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. on Sunday or a Federal holiday. Operation of leaf blowers are regulated under OMC Chapter 8.26;” Activities associated with maintenance of property will comply with Sections 8.24.040 and 8.24.050. 
Noise and Land Use Compatibility California Code of Regulations The CBC establishes building standards applicable to all occupancies throughout the State. Section 1207.4 requires that “Interior to exterior noise sources shall not exceed 45 db in any habitable room. The noise metric shall be either the day-night average sound level (Ldn) or the community noise equivalent level (CNEL), consistent with the noise element of the general plan.” City of Orange Noise Element Table N-3 (Table 4-17, above) of the City’s Noise Element presents criteria used to assess the compatibility of proposed land uses with the noise environment. As previously described, the existing noise level on the Project site is estimated at 75 dBA CNEL proximate to the western Project boundary and 64 dBA CNEL proximate to the southern Project boundary. Noise levels along the western boundary are anticipated to exceed the 65 dBA CNEL noise compatibility standard identified within Table N-3 of the City’s Noise Element (Table 4-17, above). However, Note 4 within Table 4-17 states: “Within the Urban Mixed-Use, Neighborhood Mixed-Use, Old Towne Mixed-use, and Medium Density Residential land use designations, exterior space standards apply only to common outdoor recreational areas.” Therefore, MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2, previously approved measures from the Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND, and MM NOI-5 would be incorporated into the Project to ensure noise compatibility. MM NOI-5 requires a noise analysis demonstrating that interior noise levels would be 45 dBA CNEL or less and exterior common use areas proximate to North Orange Olive Road would be located behind the buildings or shielded by a sound wall or other barrier to provide exterior noise levels not exceeding 65 dBA CNEL. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation  
Applicable Previously Approved Mitigation Measures  

MM NOI-1:  The Applicant shall provide a “windows closed” condition for each proposed residential unit project. A “windows closed” condition requires a means of mechanical ventilation per Chapter 12, Section 1205 of the Uniform Building Code. 
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This shall be achieved with a standard forced air conditioning and heating system with a filtered outside air intake vent for each residential unit, to be confirmed at the time of Building Plan check. (Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND 
No. 1837-14 Previously Approved Measure MM-NO-1) 

MM NOI-2:  The Applicant shall provide windows with at least a 30 STC rating for all second floor windows in homes that are adjacent to Orange-Olive Road. These homes are labeled as 2, 3, 4, and 5 on Figure 11. (Orange-Olive Residential Development Project 
MND No. 1837-14 Previously Approved Measure MM-NO-2) 

MM NOI-3:  The Applicant shall require that all construction contractors restrict the operation of any construction equipment that is powered by a greater than 150 horsepower engine from operating within 15 feet of any off-site residential structure. (Orange-
Olive Residential Development Project MND No. 1837-14 Previously Approved 
Measure MM-NO-3) 

New Mitigation Measures:  

MM NOI-4 The City shall require construction contractors to implement the following measures during construction activities through contract provisions and/or conditions of approval as appropriate: 1. Construction equipment shall be properly maintained per manufacturers’ specifications and fitted with the best available noise suppression devices (i.e., mufflers, silencers, wraps, etc.). 2. Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust ports on power equipment.  3. Construction operations and related activities associated with the proposed Project shall comply with the operational hours outlined in the City of Orange following noise attenuation measures as listed from the Municipal Code Noise Ordinance or mitigate noise at sensitive land uses to below Orange Municipal Code standards. 4. Construction equipment should not be idled for extended periods of time in the vicinity of noise sensitive receptors. 5. Locate fixed and/or stationary equipment as far as possible from noise sensitive receptors (e.g., generators, compressors, rock crushers, cement mixers). Shroud or shield all impact tools, and muffle or shield all intake and exhaust ports on powered construction equipment. 6. Where feasible, temporary barriers shall be placed as close to the noise source or as close to the receptor as possible and break the line of sight between the source and receptor where modeled levels exceed applicable standards. Acoustical barriers shall be constructed material having a minimum surface weight of 2 pounds per square foot or greater, and a demonstrated Sound Transmission Class (STC) rating of 25 or greater as defined by American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Test Method E90. Placement, orientation, size, and density of acoustical barriers shall be specified by a qualified acoustical consultant. (City of Orange General Plan EIR MM 5.10-3) 
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MM NOI-5 Prior to the issue of the building permit for the proposed Project, the Applicant shall submit an acoustical analysis acceptable to the City’s Community Development Director, that demonstrates that the proposed architectural design would provide an interior noise level of 45 dBA CNEL or less (based on buildout traffic noise conditions) in all habitable rooms of the proposed buildings facing North Orange Olive and East Grove Avenue. The Applicant shall also submit plans and specifications showing that: 
• All residential units shall be provided with a means of mechanical ventilation, as required by the California Building Code for occupancy with windows closed.  
• Demonstrate that the exterior noise exposure limits of 65 dBA CNEL are met for common outdoor recreational areas. 

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? There are no applicable City standards for structural damage from vibration. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) vibration damage potential guideline thresholds are shown in Table 4-20.  

TABLE 4-20 
VIBRATION DAMAGE THRESHOLD CRITERIA  

Structure and Condition 

Maximum ppv (in/sec) 
Transient 

Sources 
Continuous/Frequent 
Intermittent Sources Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments  0.12 0.08 Fragile buildings 0.20 0.10 Historic and some old buildings 0.50 0.25 Older residential structures 0.50 0.30 New residential structures 1.00 0.50 Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.00 0.50 ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second. Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. Source: Caltrans 2013. 

 The nearest structures to the Project site are the residences located approximately 8 feet from the Project’s property lines to the north. Older residential buildings are located within a few feet of the eastern property line. In terms of classifications in Table 4-13, the structures to the east are conservatively considered “historic and some old buildings” for purposes of this analysis. The new residential structures to the north of the Project site are evaluated under the “New residential structures” vibration threshold. Therefore, the criterion for a significant impact for continuous/frequency intermittent sources is 0.25 ppv in/sec for the historic residential uses and 0.5 for the new residential uses. Similar to structural damage from vibration, there are no applicable 
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standards in the City’s Municipal Code for human annoyance from construction vibration. The Caltrans vibration annoyance potential guideline thresholds are shown in Table 4-21. Based on the guidance in Table 4-21, the “strongly perceptible” vibration level of 0.9 ppv in/sec is used in this analysis as the threshold for a potentially significant vibration impact for human annoyance. 
TABLE 4-21 

VIBRATION ANNOYANCE CRITERIA  
Average Human Response ppv (in/sec) Severe 2.000 Strongly perceptible 0.900 Distinctly perceptible 0.240 Barely perceptible 0.035 ppv: peak particle velocity; in/sec: inch(es) per second. Source: Caltrans 2013. Conventional construction equipment would be used for demolition and grading activities, with no pile driving or blasting equipment. Table 4-22 summarizes typical vibration levels measured during construction activities for various vibration-inducing equipment at a distance of 25 feet. 

TABLE 4-22 
VIBRATION LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT  

Equipment ppv at 25 ft (in/sec) Vibratory roller 0.210 Large bulldozer 0.089 Caisson drilling 0.089 Loaded trucks 0.076 Jackhammer 0.035 Small bulldozer 0.003 ppv: peak particle velocity; ft: feet; in/sec: inches per second.  Source: Caltrans 2013; Federal Transit Administration 2006. Demolition, grading, and construction would occur up to the property lines and, as noted above, off-site land uses are relatively close to the property lines. Table 4-23, Vibration Annoyance Criteria at Sensitive Uses, shows the vibration annoyance criteria from construction-generated vibration activities proposed at the Project site. Table 4-23 shows the ppv relative to uses proximate to the Project site. 
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TABLE 4-23 
VIBRATION ANNOYANCE CRITERIA AT SENSITIVE USES 

 

Equipment 

Vibration Levels (ppv) 
Residential Uses 

to the North of 
the Project Site  

Industrial Uses to 
the West of the 

Project Site 

Shaffer Park to the 
South of the Project 

Site 
Residential Uses to the 
East of the Project Site  (ppv @ 10 ft) (ppv @ 170 ft) (ppv @ 30 ft) (ppv @ 10 ft) Vibratory roller 0.83 0.01 0.06 0.83 Large bulldozer 0.35 0.01 0.02 0.35 Small bulldozer 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 Jackhammer 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.14 Loaded trucks 0.30 0.00 0.02 0.30 

Criteria 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 
Exceeds Criteria? No No No No ppv: peak particle velocity; Max: maximum; avg: average; ft: feet Note: Calculations can be found in Appendix F). Source: USEPA 1971  As shown in Table 4-23, ppv would not exceed the criteria threshold when construction activities occur under maximum (i.e., closest to the receptor) exposure conditions. These vibration levels represent conditions when construction activities occur closest to receptor locations. Construction-related vibration would be substantially less under average conditions when construction activities are located further away. Because vibration levels would be below the significance thresholds, vibration generated by the Project’s construction equipment would not be expected to generate strongly perceptible levels of vibration at the nearest uses and would result in less than significant vibration impacts related to vibration annoyance.  Table 4-24, Structural Damage Criteria at Sensitive Uses, shows the peak particle velocity levels (ppv) relative to structural damage to sensitive uses from vibration activities.  
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TABLE 4-24 
STRUCTURAL DAMAGE CRITERIA AT SENSITIVE USES 

 

Equipment 

Vibration Levels (ppv) 
Residential Uses 

to the North of 
the Project Site  

Industrial Uses 
to the West of 

the Project Site 

Shaffer Park to 
the South of the 

Project Site 

Residential Uses to 
the East of the 

Project Site  
(ppv @ 10 ft) (ppv @ 170 ft) (ppv @ 30 ft) (ppv @ 10 ft) Vibratory roller 0.83 0.01 0.06 0.83 Large bulldozer 0.35 0.01 0.02 0.35 Small bulldozer 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 Jackhammer 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.14 Loaded trucks 0.30 0.00 0.02 0.30 

Criteria 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.25 
Exceeds Criteria? Yes No No Yes ppv: peak particle velocity; Max: maximum; avg: average; ft: feet Source: USEPA 1971 (Calculations can be found in Attachment B).2 Jackhammering assumed to maintain a clearance of at least 5 feet from adjacent offsite buildings. ppv: peak particle velocity; Max: maximum; avg: average; ft: feet Note: Calculations can be found in Appendix F). Source: USEPA 1971  As shown in Table 4-24, all ppv levels would be below the structural damage threshold at adjacent off-site structures with the exception of vibratory rollers. At this point in the planning process, the types of construction equipment that would be used are unknown. MM NOI-6 would reduce vibration generated by construction equipment to levels that would avoid cosmetic structural damage to offsite buildings. As such, with implementation of mitigation measures, potential impacts associated with cosmetic structural damage would be less than significant. 

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact After Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures:  
MM NOI-6 The Applicant shall require that all construction contractors restrict the operation of the following construction equipment to beyond the following distances from off-site buildings: (1) vibratory rollers and large bulldozers – 25 feet, and (2) loaded trucks and other large equipment – 15 feet).  
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact  

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the Project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels?  The Project site is not located within 2.0 miles of an airport. There are no private airstrips in the project area or in the City. The nearest public airports are the Fullerton Municipal Airport, which is located 7.8 miles northwest of the site, and the JWA, which is located approximately 9.3 miles south of the site. The Project site is not located within the planning areas (including the Runway Protection Zones, Safety Compatibility Zones, and Airport Impact Zones) for these airports. In addition, the 60-
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dBA CNEL noise contours for these airports do not extend to the site or areas near the site (OCALUC 2008, 2004). Therefore, the Project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels from airport operations. No impact related to excessive airport noise levels would occur and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?     
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MND discussed that development of the 25 residential units would add 77 residents to the City of Orange. The MND determined that the increases in residential units and residents were consistent with population growth projections for the City and with the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment, and thus would be a less than significant impact. Additionally, the MND determined that no residents or residential units were on that site and, as such the Project development would not displace residents or housing. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?  The Project involves the construction of 32 dwelling units that would replace the existing shopping center on the site. Using the City’ 2018 average household size of 3.07 persons per household (DOF 2018), the Project would directly generate approximately 98 residents. This would increase the City’s 2018 resident population of 141,952 persons and its 2018 housing stock of 45,719 units (DOF 2018) by 0.07 percent to 142,050 residents and 45,751 units, respectively. Jobs at the existing businesses on the site would be lost with the Project, and the jobs that would be created during construction would be short-term and would not increase the City’s job base permanently. However, the temporary construction crew and long-term residents of the Project, coupled with the loss of jobs, goods and services at the existing shopping center, would not create a significant change in demand for goods and services that may induce business investment, growth, or development in the area. Additionally, these increases would be within anticipated growth for the City as projected by SCAG at 153,000 residents, 49,300 households, and 105,500 jobs by 2040 (SCAG 2016b).  The site is currently served by existing roads and utility infrastructure, and no extension of roads or infrastructure is proposed by the Project such that would indirectly induce growth. Thus, the Project would not result in substantial unplanned population growth, directly or indirectly. The impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  

Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
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Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? The Project site is currently developed with two commercial/retail buildings occupied by retail, office, alternative school, and restaurant uses. There are no existing housing and associated residents on the site that would be displaced by the development of the residential Project. The proposed Project would develop 32 dwelling units and help meet the City’s housing goals under SCAG’s RHNA, as identified in the Housing Element of the General Plan. Demolition of the existing commercial/retail buildings would not lead to the loss of existing housing. Thus, no impact related to displacement of housing and related residents would occur, and no replacement housing is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 PUBLIC SERVICES  

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:  

 

   

i) Fire protection?     ii) Police protection?     iii) Schools?     iv) Parks?     v) Other public facilities?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND As discussed in the MND, Phase I Project development would cause an incremental increase in demands for fire protection; such increase would not require construction of a new or expanded fire station. Thus, impacts on fire protection were identified as less than significant. The MND concluded that Project development would cause a very slight increase in demands for police protection. Such increase would not require construction of a new or expanded police station and impacts on police protection were identified as less than significant. The MND determined that Project development would add approximately 13 students to Orange Unified School District (OUSD) schools. However, the Project would pay school development impact fees authorized under Senate Bill 50 (California Government Code Sections 65995 et seq.); such fees were deemed to be “full and complete school facilities mitigation.” It was concluded that impacts to school facilities would be less than significant after payment of development impact fees. The MND determined that Project development would generate slight increases in demands for library materials and library facility space. However, the Project would pay the required City Library Facilities Development Impact Fee. Thus, it was concluded that Project impacts to libraries would be less than significant after payment of such fee. 



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-99 Environmental Analysis 

Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection? Fire protection services in the City, including the Project site, are provided by the Orange Fire Department (OFD). The services include fire suppression; expanded advanced life support and medical transportation; increased responses for hazardous materials and environmental monitoring; technical rescue operations including urban search and rescue, swift water rescue, confined space and trench rescue; disaster preparedness; public education; fire prevention; and fire/arson investigation (Orange 2018c). A total of eight fire stations are located throughout the City with a total of 124 sworn firefighting personnel. OFD also works with the cities of Anaheim, Santa Ana, and Garden Grove, and the Orange County Fire Authority based on an aid agreement with the said entities. The nearest Fire Station to the site is Station No. 3, located approximately 405 feet south of the Project site at 1910 Shaffer Street.  The proposed Project would result in a resident population of 98 persons, which is a nominal increase in the total number of City residents (estimated at 141,952 persons in 2018) served by OFD. The proposed Project would replace an existing shopping center, which currently generates a demand for fire protection services. Given the size of the Project and the net increase in demand for fire protection services, the incremental demand of the Project for fire protection services would not result in the need for new firefighters and other personnel, nor would it require the construction of new or the alteration of existing fire protection facilities to maintain an adequate level of fire protection service in the City.  The proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable codes, ordinances, and regulations (including the City’s Municipal Code, which adopts by reference the CBC and the California Fire Code, with amendments) regarding fire prevention and suppression measures, fire hydrants and sprinkler systems, emergency access, and other fire safety requirements (see RR PS-1). The internal drive aisles would serve as fire access lanes and have been designed to meet OFD access width and turnaround requirements in the City’s Fire Code and would be constructed  in compliance with the CBC (see RR PS-1).  Additionally, in accordance with Chapter 15.38 of the Orange Municipal Code, the Project Applicant would be required to pay the applicable fire protection facility fee for the Project’s demand on fire protection services and to help fund the construction, expansion, or renovation of needed fire protection facilities in the City (see RR PS-2).  Although the Project’s demand for fire protection services would be nominal, compliance with pertinent regulations would further avoid the Project’s increased demand for such services. The building and site improvements plans of the Project would be subject to review and approval by the Orange Building Division and OFD, to ensure that adequate fire safety, fire alarm, emergency exit and access, fire hydrant availability, and sufficient fire flows would be provided in compliance with 
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applicable codes and standards. Thus, no physical impacts associated with the provision of fire protection services would occur as a result of the Project, and no mitigation is required.  
Regulatory Requirements: See RR GEO-1 above 
RR PS-1 The Project shall be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable regulations in Chapter 15.32, City of Orange Fire Code, of the Orange Municipal Code and the California Building Code (CBC), which is adopted by reference in Chapter 15.04 of the Orange Municipal Code. 
RR PS-2 The Project Applicant shall pay the applicable fire protection facility fee in accordance with Chapter 15.38, Fire Protection Facilities Program, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

ii) Police protection? Police protection services in the City, including the Project site, are provided by the Orange Police Department (OPD) from their station at 1107 N. Batavia Street, approximately 1.1 miles southwest of the Project site (Orange 2018d). The OPD consists of three divisions, including the Support Services Division, Investigative Services Division, and the Field Services Division. The City participates in a mutual aid program among all Orange County law enforcement agencies at various levels. The mutual aid agreement provides back-up assistance to member departments, as needed. The Project would generate a demand for police protection services, once the proposed dwelling units are occupied. However, the dwelling units would replace a shopping center that currently generates a demand for police protection services. Thus, the incremental demand of the Project for police protection services is not anticipated to increase OPD response times to the Project site or surrounding area. The net increase in demand for police protection services is also not anticipated to generate the need for new sworn officers, nor would it require construction of new or physically altered police protection facilities to maintain an adequate level of service to the Project site and surrounding areas.  In accordance with Chapter 3.13, Police Facility Development Fee, of the Orange Municipal Code, the Project Applicant would be required to pay the applicable police facility fee for the Project’s impact on police protection services and to help fund the acquisition of land and construction of police facilities and expansion of services and infrastructure in the City (see RR PS-3). Additionally, Project plans would be reviewed and approved by the Crime Prevention Unit of the Police Department to ensure safety and crime prevention measures (for locks, frames, jambs, hinges, doors, windows, lighting, fencing, and gates) are incorporated in accordance with Chapter 15.52, Building Security Standards, of the Municipal Code (see RR PS-4). To ensure adequate services are provided and to minimize the demands on police service, security and design measures that employ Defensible Space concepts will be utilized in development and construction plans. These measures incorporate the concepts of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED), which involves consideration such as placement and orientation of structures, access and visibility of common areas, placement of doors, windows, addressing and landscaping. CPTED promotes public safety, physical security and allows residents the ability to monitor activity in neighboring areas. Adherence to CPTED principles and City of Orange Building Security Ordinance No. 6-18 standards will help ensure that a less than significant impact would occur.  Compliance with these City regulations would reduce Project 
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impacts to police protection services. Therefore, no physical impacts associated with the provision of police protection services to the proposed Project would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR PS-3 The Project Applicant shall pay the applicable police facility fee in accordance with Chapter 3.13, Police Facility Development Fee, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
RR PS-4 The Project shall be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable regulations in Chapter 15.52, Building Security Standards, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

iii) Schools? The proposed Project involves the development of 32 dwelling units that would be occupied by approximately 98 residents and include school-aged children requiring school services from the Orange Unified School District (OUSD). The site is within the service boundaries of Fletcher Elementary School, Cerro Villa Middle School, and Villa Park High School (OUSD 2018a). The 2017-2018 enrollments were 435 students at Fletcher Elementary School; 1,019 students at Cerro Villa Middle School; and 2,342 students at Villa Park High School (DOE 2018). The OUSD estimates student generation for residential uses at 0.3539 student per single-family detached unit (OUSD 2018b). The proposed 32 single-family detached dwelling units would generate 12 students (6 elementary school students, 2 middle school students, and 4 high school students). These students would make up less than 1.0 to 1.5 percent of the current enrollment at schools serving the site. The Project would pay school development fees to the OUSD for the improvement of school facilities that would be needed to serve the Project’s demand for school services and facilities (see RR PS-5). As provided under Section 17620 of the California Education Code and Section 65970 of the California Government Code, the payment of statutory school development fees would fully mitigate a project’s impacts on schools. Thus, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR PS-5 The Project Applicant shall pay the applicable school development fee to the Orange Unified School District, in accordance with Section 17620 of the California Education Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

vi) Parks? The proposed 32-unit residential development would generate a total of 98 residents, which would increase demand for and use of existing parks and recreational facilities. However, given the nominal 
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increase in population and payment of Park and Recreational Facilities Development Impact Fee (see RR PS-6), the potential impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. Please refer to Section 4.16, Recreation, below for a detailed discussion of potential park impacts,  
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR PS-6 The Project Applicant shall dedicate parkland or pay the applicable Park and Recreational Facilities Development Impact Fee, in accordance with Chapter 16.60, Park Dedication and Fees, and Chapter 3.40, Park Facilities Fees, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

vi) Other public facilities? The Orange Public Library and Historic Center, El Modena Branch Library, and Taft Branch Library provide library services in the City of Orange. The nearest public library to the Project site is the Taft Branch Library (740 East Taft Avenue), located approximately 0.4 mile southeast of the Project site. This library has book and media collections for children, teens, and adults, along with book drops, wi-fi, public computers, printers, and a copy machine (Orange 2018b).  The Project would generate a demand for library services that would be served by existing libraries in the City and other nearby libraries. Due to the limited number of residents from the Project (98 residents), compared to the City’s total 2018 population of 141,952 persons, the increase in library service demand is expected to be proportionately 0.07 percent of existing demand and would not result in the need for construction of new or expanded facilities. Chapter 3.50, Library Facilities Fees, of the Orange Municipal Code requires residential developments to pay library facilities fees for impacts to library services and to help fund the acquisition of land and construction of library facilities and the expansion of library services and infrastructure in the City (see RR PS-7). Payment of the necessary library fees by the Project Applicant would provide funds for the improvement of library facilities that would be utilized by Project residents.  The Project Applicant and future residents would also pay for any future need for City services or facilities in accordance with the City’s adopted fee schedule. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
Regulatory Requirements: 

RR PS-7 The Project Applicant shall pay the applicable library facilities fee in accordance with Chapter 3.50, Library Facilities Fees, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-103 Environmental Analysis 

 RECREATION 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?     
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MND identified that Project development would generate a slight increase in demands for parkland, exacerbating an existing shortfall of parkland in the City. However, the Project would be required to pay a City Park and Recreational Facilities Development Impact Fee. Therefore, it was concluded that impacts on parkland and park facilities would be less than significant after payment of such fee. 
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? The proposed 32 dwelling units would result in a population of approximately 98 residents, which would generate a demand for parks and recreational facilities. The Project proposes one on-site common open space area at the center of the site for a total of 1,563 sf.  The Orange Municipal Code requires 250 sf of useable open space per dwelling unit or a total of 8,000 sf for the proposed Project. As indicated in Table 3-3 in Section 3.0, Project Description, the Project would provide 19,535 sf of HOA common open space and 22,090 sf of allowable private open space for a total of 41,625 sf of usable open space, which would exceed the City requirement by 33,625 sf. These on-site open space areas are expected to meet some of the demand for recreation facilities generated by residents of the Project. Project residents would also use nearby City parks and other public and regional parks. Shaffer Park is located south of the site across East Grove Avenue and is likely to be used by residents of the Project. This park was built in 1963 and recently completed renovations. The updated park, reopened in April 2019, and includes a tot lot, picnic shelter and tables, concession building, restrooms, community building, baseball field, open fields, exercise areas, and a parking lot. Other nearby parks and recreational facilities that may be used include Killefer Park, Belmont Park, Eisenhower Park and Lake, Olive Park, Steve Ambriz Memorial Park, and Fred Barrera Park (Orange 2018a). Due to the small number of residents that would be introduced by the Project, the increase in the use of existing public park facilities by the Project would not be at a level that would result in physical 
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deterioration of existing parks and other recreational facilities, nor would it require the need for new or physically altered facilities. However, since the City is not currently in compliance with the standard of three acres of improved parkland per 1,000 residents, the Project would further contribute to shortage of parkland. This potential impact would be offset by payment of fee. Chapter 16.60, Park Dedication and Fees, of the Orange Municipal Code requires residential developments to dedicate parkland or pay in-lieu fees, and Chapter 3.40, Park Facilities Fees requires residential developments to pay fees for the provision, expansion, or improvement of parks and recreational facilities in the City (see RR PS-6). Payment of the necessary park and recreational facilities development impact fees by the Project Applicant would provide funds for park acquisition, development, or improvements to offset the use of these facilities by Project residents. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
Regulatory Requirements: See RR PS-6 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? Policy 5.6 of the Natural Resources Element of the Orange General Plan sets a minimum of 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 persons and a goal of 5 acres of parkland per 1,000 persons in the City, as well as a goal of 10 acres of regional parkland per 1,000 persons in the County (Orange 2010a). The estimated 98 residents of the Project would require a minimum of 0.29 acre and a goal of 0.49 acre of parkland. The Project Applicant would pay the Park and Recreational Facilities Development Impact Fee to provide funds for park acquisition, development, or improvements to serve Project residents (see RR PS-6, above). The Project would also include an on-site common open space area (1,563 sf or 0.03 acre) that would provide recreational areas and facilities for residents of the Project. The impacts of the proposed on-site open space areas have been included in the analysis of Project impacts in this Subsequent IS/MND.  Since the recreation needs of the residents would be partially met on site and through payment of the necessary park fees, the proposed Project would not result in a substantial increased demand for recreational facilities, requiring the construction of new parks that would adversely affect the environment. There are also adequate regional parks and recreational facilities in that would serve the Project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR PS-6 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 
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 TRANSPORTATION  

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?      b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?     c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?     d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND The Phase I Project MND analyzed traffic conditions for with-project scenario, existing conditions plus project, on segments of three roadways: Orange-Olive Road, Meats Avenue, and Taft Avenue. Roadway segment operations were characterized in terms of Level of Service (LOS). As discussed in the Phase I Project MND, the addition of Project-generated traffic to local roadways would not cause a significant impact to the operation of any roadway segment analyzed.  The MND concluded that the configuration of the intersection of the proposed Project driveway with Orange-Olive Road would not cause hazards and inadequate emergency access. No airport-related hazards were identified. The MND determined that Project implementation would not result in adverse impacts to pedestrian or bicycle facilities or public transit facilities or services. 
Supplemental Evaluation A Traffic Memorandum was prepared by Psomas to evaluate the change in trip generation associated with the existing shopping center compared to the proposed 32 dwelling units, and to determine if additional analysis is required pursuant to the City’s Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines (Psomas 2020). Based on the City’s guidelines, a Traffic Impact Analysis is required if a project meets any of the following criteria:  

 When either the AM or PM peak hour trip generation is expected to exceed 100 vehicle trips from the proposed development. 
 Projects on the Arterial Highway System which generate 1,600 Average Daily Trips (ADT); 
 Projects that will add 51 or more trips during either the AM or PM peak hours to any intersection;  
 Any project where variations from the standards and guidelines provided in the City of 

Orange Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines are being proposed.   The Project would not exceed any of these criteria, as identified below; therefore, a Traffic Impact Analysis is not required. The findings of the Traffic Memorandum are incorporated in the following analyses, and the report is included as Appendix G to this Subsequent IS/MND.  



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-106 Environmental Analysis 

Trip Generation  The new trips to be generated by the proposed Project were estimated using the 10th Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual and are shown in Table 4-25. As seen in the table, the Project is expected to generate 302 trips per day, including 24 trips in the AM peak hour and 32 trips in the PM peak hour. There are multiple existing uses on site that will be replaced with the Project, including a K-8 school which serves homeless children, a casual restaurant (with dine-in and take-out services), and partially occupied retail spaces.  Because the number of trips currently generated by the site is likely to be lower than what would be calculated with the ITE trip generation rates, it was assumed that the Project site is currently unoccupied. Further, this provides a conservative assumption because the proposed Project would be replacing trips instead of generating completely new trips on the site.   
TABLE 4-25 

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION  
ITE LU 210 - Single-Family Detached Housing 

Units 32 
Period Trips/Unit Trips % In % Out Trips In Trips Out AM Peak 0.74 24 25% 75% 6 18 PM Peak 0.99 32 63% 37% 20 12 Daily 9.44 302 50% 50% 151 151 Source: Psomas 2020.  

Trip Distribution Although the proposed Project is expected to add a minimal amount of traffic to the network, the trip distribution was estimated to help visualize where traffic generated by the Project may travel. The Project site will be served by a single driveway located on Grove Avenue. The intersection of East Grove Avenue and Orange Olive Road provides access to the north and south; however, based on discussions with the City, it was assumed that all traffic intending to travel south from the Project would turn left onto East Grove Avenue, then would travel south on Shaffer Street to access the signalized intersection at Taft Avenue. This is a conservative assumption, as it is likely that some or all of the site traffic intending to travel south would make the left turn onto Orange Olive Road from East Grove Avenue. Exhibit 4-6, Trip Distribution, shows the anticipated trip distribution out of and into the Project site and the projected AM peak hour, PM peak hour, and daily trips expected to make each movement. As shown in Exhibit 4-6, most of the Project traffic is expected to use East Grove Avenue and Orange Olive Road to travel to and/or from the site. Using a  conservative assumption of 40 percent of traffic exiting the site will travel along Shaffer Street results in only 7 vehicles in the peak hour along that roadway. Further, Shaffer Street between East Grove Avenue and Taft Avenue includes one stop sign for southbound traffic immediately south of East Grove Avenue and three speed humps, both of which will help deter cut-through traffic.   
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Would the Project: 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  

Short-Term Construction-Related Traffic Construction traffic is not expected to create any significant impact due to the size of the proposed Project. It is anticipated that construction traffic (particularly heavy trucks) would access the site either directly from North Orange Olive Road or via East Grove Avenue from North Orange Olive Road. No construction traffic would travel along Shaffer Street within the residential area immediately east of the Project site. To facilitate the movement of construction traffic and to minimize potential disruptions, a traffic control measures would be implemented in accordance with the City requirements and followed during construction (RR HAZ-5). With compliance with City requirements, the Project would not conflict with applicable plans, ordinance, or policy, and Project’s impact would be less than significant. 
Project Trip Generation Trip generation represents the amount of traffic that would be generated by a development. Traffic generation rates for the existing use on site and the proposed Project have been derived from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE’s) Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition. As described above, because the number of trips currently generated by the site is likely to be lower than what would be calculated with the ITE trip generation rates, it was assumed that the Project site is currently unoccupied. Further, this provides a conservative assumption because the proposed Project would be replacing trips instead of generating completely new trips on the site.  Based on the Traffic Memorandum and as shown in Table 4-25, the Project is expected to generate 302 trips per day, including 24 trips in the AM peak hour and 32 trips in the PM peak hour.   
Project Trip Distribution As described above and shown in Exhibit 4-26, Trip Distribution, most of the Project traffic is expected to use Grove Avenue and Orange Olive Road to travel to and/or from the site. Using a conservative assumption of 40 percent of traffic exiting the site will travel along Shaffer Street results in only 7 vehicles in the peak hour along that roadway. Further, Shaffer Street between Grove Avenue and Taft Avenue includes one stop sign for southbound traffic immediately south of Grove Avenue and three speed humps, both of which will help deter cut-through traffic.   Based on the above evaluation, and in light of the limited number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed Project, limited distribution of Project vehicles on Schaffer Street, the Project would not cause significant impacts at roadways and intersections near the site and in the surrounding area. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with applicable policies, plans, ordinance, or programs related to the circulation systems, nor would it affect the performance of the surrounding intersections. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  In terms of public transportation, it should be noted that OCTA buses do not run on North Orange Olive Road or East Grove Avenue near the site. The nearest bus routes are on Tustin Street, Taft Avenue, and Glassell Street. While the Project residents may utilize OCTA bus services, considering 
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the size of the Project and the distance of nearby bus stops, the Project is unlikely to create a major increase in bus ridership in the area.  The Metrolink commuter trains (Inland Empire-Orange County Line) run along the BNSF railroad tracks west of the site across North Orange Olive Road. However, there are no train stations near the site, and the closest is the Anaheim Canyon Station, located 2.3 miles to the north, and the Orange Station, located 2.2 miles to the south. The Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center is also located 1.5 miles southwest of the site and serves OCTA buses, Amtrak and Metrolink trains, and other bus and taxi services (Metrolink 2018, Anaheim 2018). The Project would not result in any measurable increase in commuter train, bus or taxi passengers, due to the limited size of the Project.  Figure CM-3, Plan for Recreational Trails and Bikeways, in the Circulation and Mobility Element of the General Plan does not show existing or proposed bikeways or recreational trails on North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue near the site. The nearest bikeways to the site are a Class III bikeway on Taft Avenue to the south and a Class II bike lane on Cambridge Street to the east. The nearest trail is along the Santa Ana River to the west (Orange 2010a).  Sidewalks are present on North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue, which would be retained by the Project and would continue to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists. The Project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? The CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) state that if the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) generated by a project exceed an applicable threshold of significance, it may indicate a significant impact. The guidelines also state that projects, which decrease VMT in the project area when compared to existing conditions should be presumed to have a less than significant impact.  Per the 2018 CEQA Statute and Guidelines, VMT is “the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts.” The City has a screening tool to determine if a project can be screened out from further VMT analysis. One of the criteria states that if the project is within a low VMT generating zone, the project would not be required to conduct further VMT analysis. In addition, a secondary criterion for projects within low VMT generating zones is that it should be confirmed that the project is consistent with the existing land use within the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ). This Project is in a low VMT generating zone and is consistent with the TAZ, so no further VMT analysis is required (Psomas 2020). Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  
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c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses? Construction of the Project would require the transport of construction equipment and building materials to and from the site, as well as the hauling of demolition and construction debris from the site. Large trucks used for these activities would have to use designated truck routes in the City, in compliance with Chapter 10.66, Truck Routes, and Chapter 10.67, Movement of Vehicles and Equipment, of the Municipal Code (RR TRA-2). Roadway hazards from these trucks and equipment would be less than significant. The on-site driveway, drive aisles, and cul-de-sacs would have to comply with City roadway standards for adequate sight distance (City Standard Plan 126) (RR TRA-3). Compliance with City standards would ensure that no traffic hazards are created by the proposed Project. City review and approval of the Major Site Plan for the proposed Project would verify compliance. The Project does not propose uses or design that would create traffic safety hazards due to a geometric design feature. Thus, it would not interfere with access, circulation, or activities at the surrounding land uses. Additionally, the Project would not introduce an incompatible use that may create a traffic hazard to surrounding residences and the park. Therefore, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

Regulatory Requirements: See RR HAZ-5 and RR PS-1 above 
RR TRA-2 All trucks used during demolition and construction and during long-term occupancy of the Project shall use designated truck routes, in compliance with Chapter 10.66, Truck Routes, and Chapter 10.67, Movement of Vehicles and Equipment, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
RR TRA-3 The Project shall be designed and constructed to provide adequate sight distance for drivers at all entrances and exits (driveways), drive aisles, and roadways, per City Standard Plan 126. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  
d) Result in inadequate emergency access?  During demolition and construction, construction equipment would be staged on the Project site and would not block the roadways surrounding the Project site. Construction on and obstruction of public rights-of-way associated with utility connections to existing utility infrastructure would be made in accordance with applicable City regulations, including City Standard Plans, Chapter 12.20, Street Excavation, and Chapter 12.02 of the Municipal Code (Greenbook) (see RR HAZ-5). No full road closures would occur during construction phase of the Project. Accordingly, temporary construction activities would not impede the use of surrounding roadways for emergency evacuation or access for emergency response vehicles. Adjacent streets would also be returned to their original conditions after construction activities. Impacts would be temporary and less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  The Project would not include any off-site roadway and intersection improvements. Primary vehicular access to the proposed Project would be provided by an entry driveway off East Grove 
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Avenue and the Project would eliminate driveways off North Orange Olive Road, as well as other driveways off East Grove Avenue. Access to individual dwelling units on the site would be provided by internal drive aisles and cul-de-sacs. These would be subject to review and approval by the OFD to ensure adequate access for emergency vehicles, as required under RR PS-1 in Section 4.15, Public Services. The internal circulation system for the proposed Project would be reviewed for adequacy to accommodate service and delivery trucks, trash trucks, and fire trucks by the Orange Building Division and OFD. In addition, the drive aisles and cul-de-sacs would comply with City roadway standards for adequate sight distance (see RR TRA-2). As designed, the proposed Project would provide adequate emergency access. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR HAZ-5, RR PS-1 and RR TRA-3 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required    
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 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation Less Than 
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Impact a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
    

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or     
2. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

    
 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND 

This topic was not addressed in the 2015 MND, as it was not included in the CEQA Environmental 
Checklist (Appendix G). 

Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined 
in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape 
that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, 
or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

1 .  Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in 
a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
5020.1(k)? The existing onsite structures were built in 1964 and in the late 1980s to early 1990s and are not considered tribal cultural resources. The existing buildings are also not listed or eligible for listing in the NRHP, CRHR, or the City’s local register of historical resources. The SCCIC record search did not identify any known prehistoric resources on the site. Thus, demolition of these structures would not result in a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural resource. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is required. 

Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
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Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

2 .  A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. As indicated in Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, Checklist Response 4.5(a), an inquiry was made to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a review of the Sacred Lands File database. The NAHC completed its Sacred Lands File, and a Sacred Lands record search was conducted on December 19, 2018.  A summary of the record search is provided in Checklist Response 4.5(a). The NAHC also provided a list of Native American tribes and individuals that may have knowledge of the religious and/or cultural significance of resources that may be on and/or near the Project site. Each of the groups and individuals identified by the NAHC was mailed a project notification letter on July 9, 2020, describing the project and requesting any information regarding resources that may exist on or near the project site.  The letters were sent to the following groups: 

 Andrew Salas, Chairman, Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 
 Anthony Morales, Chief, San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 
 Michael Mirelez, Cultural Coordinator, Torres Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 
 Samuel Dunlap, Cultural Resources Director, Gabrielino/Tongva Nation A letter dated July 9, 2020, was received from Andrew Salas, Chairman, of the Gabrielino Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation.  The response indicates that proposed Project location is within their Ancestral Tribal Territory and therefore requests to schedule a consultation with the City to discuss the Project and the surrounding location in further detail.  On July 13, 2020, Robert Garcia, Senior Planner; and on July 22, 2020, Monique Schwartz, Associate Planner sent emails to Mr. Salas to follow-up on his request for consultation.  On July 22, 2020, Mr. Salas confirmed a consultation appointment on September 10, 2020 at 3:00 p.m. No further responses have been received to date. 
Significance Determination:  To be provided upon completion of the consultation process. 
Mitigation Measures:  To be provided upon completion of the consultation process. 
Significance Determination After Mitigation:  To be provided upon completion of the consultation process.   
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 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
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Impact a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 
    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?      c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?     

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?      
e) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?     

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND As discussed in the Phase I Project MND, Project water demands were estimated at approximately 19.3 acre-feet per year. It was determined that the City of Orange would have water supply surpluses over demands during the 2015-2035 period. As such, Project impacts on water supplies were identified as less than significant. The Phase I Project MND estimated Project wastewater generation as approximately 13,475 gallons per day (gpd) or 0.01 million gallons per day (mgd). The MND identified the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) as responsible for wastewater treatment for much of Orange County including the Project site. As OCSD operated two wastewater treatment facilities with total capacity identified as 276 mgd and total wastewater flows of 221 mgd, the MND determined that OCSD had adequate wastewater treatment capacity for Project-generated wastewater, and that Project impacts on wastewater treatment would have been less than significant. The Phase I Project MND determined that as Project development would decrease impervious surfaces on the Project site, runoff from the site would decrease. The MND concluded that Project implementation would not involve or require construction of new or expanded storm drainage facilities, and that impacts to such facilities would be less than significant. The Phase I Project MND estimated Project solid waste generation at approximately 300 pounds per day. The MND identified that solid waste from the City of Orange was disposed of at three landfills in Orange County that had adequate remaining capacity for Project-generated solid waste. Project impacts on solid waste disposal capacity were determined to be less than significant. 
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Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

Water Water services within the City are provided by the City of Orange, Irvine Ranch Water District, Golden State Water Company, Serrano Water District, and East Orange County Water District. The Project site is located within the service area of the City of Orange and would connect to the existing water line on East Grove Avenue (refer to Exhibit 3-9, Conceptual Utility Plan). The proposed development is estimated to create a demand of 15,190 gpd of water, based on the 2015 average water consumption in the City of 155 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) (Orange 2016b). With the elimination of water demand from the existing shopping center, the net water demand is not anticipated to be significantly different, and upgrades to existing water lines would not be anticipated. Water service to the Project would also be provided in compliance Chapter 13.04 et seq. of the Orange Municipal Code, which sets regulations for service connections, water rates, and other water system provisions (see RR UTL-1).  A Fire Flow Study (Appendix H) was prepared for the Project to evaluate the proposed private water system for use to meet required fire hydrant flow. Fire flow service to the Project’s proposed fire hydrants would be connected at a proposed 8-inch service off of the public main that serves a portion of East Grove Avenue. The Fire Flow Study confirmed that the private water system is capable of delivering the demand flow at more than 20 psi, which is sufficiently sized to meet the flow/pressure requirements of the Orange Fire Department (DRC 2019b).  Based on the analysis above and as shown in Exhibit 3-9, Conceptual Utility Plan, the existing 6-inch water pipe on East Grove Avenue would be expanded to an 8-inch pipe.  The increase in pipe diameter would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water facilities, which would cause significant environmental effects. The Project would comply with RR UTL-1. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation required.  
Wastewater Treatment/Storm Drainage Wastewater collection services within the City are provided by the City’s local collection system, which ties into the OCSD’s trunk lines and two reclamation/treatment plants. In 2015-2016, OCSD’s Plant No. 1 received an average of 117 mgd of wastewater and Plant No. 2 received 67 mgd (OCSD 2018a). The Project would connect to existing 10-inch sewer line on North Orange Olive Road, that serves the site and ties into larger sewer lines south and southwest of the site (Orange 2018g). The Project is estimated to generate 10,008 gpd of wastewater, based on OCSD’s wastewater generation factor of 3,451 gpd per acre for medium density residential uses (8-16 du/ac). With the elimination of water demand from the existing shopping center (estimated at 6,560 gpd, based on OCSD’s wastewater generation factor of 2,262 gpd per acre for commercial and office uses), the net increase in water demand is expected to be 3,448 gpd. Based on the City’s Master Plan of Sewer Study, the sewer line near the site in North Orange Olive Road has a design flow of 0.9127 cubic feet per second (cfs), a current flow of 0.0405 cfs, and a flow depth to diameter (d/D) ratio of 0.1029. The wastewater flow that would be contributed by the Project to this pipe estimated at 10,008 gpd, with a peaking 
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factor of 2.5, is equal to 0.039 cfs.5 Considering the addition in sewage flows from the recently completed 25-unit development to the north (estimated at 0.029 cfs) and the reduction in flows from demolition of the existing shopping center on the site, the increase in flows from the Project would be well below the 0.9127 design flow and would only create a minor increase in the d/D ratio. Therefore, it is anticipated that no upgrades to the existing sewer lines serving the Project site are required. Sewer service to the Project would also be in compliance with Chapter 13.56 et seq. of the Orange Municipal Code, which sets regulations for sewer mains, service charges, and wastewater discharges (see RR UTL-2). Based on correspondence from OCSD, the additional wastewater volume from the Project is within the existing wastewater treatment capacity of the treatment plants, and OCSD has sufficient capacity to meet the wastewater treatment demand of the proposed Project (OCSD 2019). Payment of the OCSD capital facilities capacity charges would also provide funds for the incremental increase in demand for wastewater treatment that would occur with the Project (see RR UTL-3). Under existing conditions, drainage on site consists of sheet flow from the buildings, drive aisles, and surface parking areas towards East Grove Avenue and through a ribbon gutter and catch basins at the northern drive aisle for discharge into North Orange Olive Road. Then it flows along the gutters on North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue toward the existing catch basin on East Grove Avenue, the storm drain line in East Grove Avenue, the culvert in North Orange Olive Road, the Buckeye/Collins Channel, and ultimately the Santa Ana River. As discussed under Response 4.10c, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Subsequent IS/MND, the Preliminary WQMP indicates that the proposed Project site would be regraded for drainage to flow to different specified catch basins and drop inlets. This captured discharge would be treated through one of two on-site modular wetlands biofiltration units before the runoff would be discharged to the storm drain line in East Grove Avenue. The proposed changes resulting from the Project would not require the construction of a new storm water drainage facility or the expansion of existing facilities that could result in significant impacts. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.  The storm water runoff from the Project site would not exceed the capacity of the existing storm drain system, and no infrastructure improvements would be required beyond the installation of on-site storm drain facilities. The construction of the on-site water quality BMPs and storm drain lines within the Project site has the potential for temporary construction-related impacts. Since utility installations are within the construction impact limits identified for the proposed Project, the potential impacts associated with the construction of storm drain lines have been addressed in the respective sections of this Subsequent IS/MND. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Electricity Southern California Edison (SCE) currently provides electricity to the City of Orange, including the Project Site (SCE 2019). The Project’s projected electricity usage is shown in Table 4-9, Energy Use During Operations. The Project would result in a decrease in electricity usage compared to the existing land use (shopping center). Electrical service to the Project site would be provided in accordance with SCE’s policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission. Therefore, a significant impact related to the need for new systems or supplies or substantial alterations related to electricity would not occur. Additionally, the property Developer will coordinate with SCE to ensure avoidance of any notable service disruptions during the extension 

 5  Based on the methodology used in the sewer study for Phase I of the Orange-Olive Specific Plan Residential Development Project, immediately adjacent to the north and already constructed. 



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-116 Environmental Analysis 

of, relocation of, upgrade of, or connection to services. Impacts are considered less than significant, and mitigation is not required.  
Natural Gas The Southern California Gas Company (SCGC) currently provides natural gas service to the City of Orange, including the Project Site (SCGC 2019). The Project’s projected natural gas usage is shown in Table 4-9, Energy Use During Operations. The Project would result in an increased demand for natural gas usage compared to the existing land use (shopping center). However, the service would be provided in accordance with SCGC’s policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission. Therefore, a significant impact related to the need for new systems or supplies or substantial alterations related to natural gas would not occur. Additionally, the property Developer will coordinate with SCGC to ensure avoidance of any notable service disruptions during the extension of, relocation of, upgrade of, or connection to services. Impacts are considered less than significant, and mitigation is not required.  
Telecommunications  AT&T currently provides telecommunications service to the City of Orange, including the Project Site (AT&T 2019). The service would be provided in accordance with AT&T’s policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission. Therefore, a significant impact related to the need for new systems or supplies or substantial alterations related to telecommunications would not occur. Additionally, the property Developer will coordinate with AT&T to ensure avoidance of any notable service disruptions during the extension of, relocation of, upgrade of, or connection to services. Impacts are considered less than significant, and mitigation is not required.  The Project would not require the construction or expansion of water or wastewater infrastructure and treatment facilities, storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

Regulatory Requirements: 

RR UTL-1 Water service to the Project, including application for water service, service connections, water rates, fire service, and water mains, shall be constructed and provided in accordance with Chapter 13.04 et seq., Water System, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
RR UTL-2 Sewer service to the Project, including sewer mains, sanitation and sewage charges, fats, oils and grease regulations, shall be constructed and provided in accordance with Chapter 13.56 et seq., Sewer System, of the Orange Municipal Code. 
RR UTL-3 The Project Applicant shall pay the applicable capital facilities capacity charges to the Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD), in accordance with Article 7 of the OCSD’s Wastewater Discharge Regulations. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and multiple years? As identified in City’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), the City’s water system consists of 15 groundwater wells, 8 connections to imported water supplies, 16 reservoirs with over 40 million gallons of capacity, 16 pumping stations, and 450 miles of pipelines. In 2015, the City’s potable water supply consisted of 28,643 acre-feet (af) of water. Groundwater makes up 70 percent of the City’s water supply and comes from 15 wells in the Orange County Groundwater Basin. Imported water includes Colorado River water and State Water Project (SWP), which makes up 26 percent of the City’s supply. Surface water purchased from the Serrano Water District makes up 4 percent of the City’s supply (Orange 2016b). Using the City’s 2015 average water consumption of 155 gpcd, the Project’s 98 residents would create a demand for 15,190 gpd of water or 17 af per year. This demand is less than 0.1 percent of the City’s total 2015 water supply (28,643 af) and projected 2020 (28,000 af) and 2040 (29,500 af) water supplies (Orange 2016b). With the elimination of water demand from the existing shopping center, the net water demand would be less than 15,190 gpd. The City’s 2015 UWMP serves as a long-range planning document for water supply and demand within City’s service area. The UWMP identifies the water supplies needed to meet future demand and includes current and planned conservation measures to reduce water demand. It takes into consideration projected growth in the City and availability of future water supplies. As discussed in the 2015 UWMP, the City is capable of meeting future water demands during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years between 2015 and 2040 (Orange 2016b). The Project would comply with Sections 4.303 and 4.304 of the CALGreen Code (as adopted by the City), which require indoor and outdoor water conservation measures such as low flush toilets, aerators on sinks and showerheads, other water-efficient appliances, and water-efficient automatic irrigation system controllers. The Project would also be required to comply with Chapter 7.02, Water Conservation and Water Supply Shortage, of the Orange Municipal Code, related to prohibitions on water waste and measures under various water conservation stages and other programs for reducing water use. Compliance with these regulations and programs is provided as RR UTL-4.  The increase in water demand generated by the proposed Project would be minimal; would be served by the City with minor impacts on current water supplies; and is within the projected growth and increased water demand within City’s service area. With compliance with the City’s water conservation measures, the proposed Project would not significantly impact the City’s domestic water supply. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.  
Regulatory Requirements:  
RR UTL-4 The Project shall be designed and constructed with water-efficient fixtures and systems, as required by the CALGreen Code, which has been adopted by reference into Chapter 15.17, California Green Building Code, of the Orange Municipal Code. In addition, the Project shall comply with the water conservation measures in Chapter 7.02, Water Conservation and Water Supply Shortage, of the Municipal Code.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required  
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c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? As estimated above, the proposed Project would generate approximately 10,008 gpd of wastewater, while the existing shopping center’s wastewater generation is estimated at 6,560 gpd. The net increase in wastewater volume from the proposed Project would be approximately 3,448 gpd (or 0.003 mgd).  As discussed above, the OCSD has indicated that it has sufficient capacity to meet the wastewater treatment demand of the proposed Project (OCSD 2019). Wastewater service to the Project would be in compliance Chapter 13.56 et seq. of the Orange Municipal Code, which sets regulations for service connections, sewage charges, and wastewater discharge regulations (see RR UTL-2). The Project would also pay OCSD capital facilities capacity charges to fund wastewater treatment that would be needed by the Project (see RR UTL-3).  The Project would not exceed the capacities of OCSD’s wastewater treatment facilities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR UTL-2 and RR UTL-3 above  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 
local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?  The Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill, Frank R. Bowerman Landfill, and Prima Deshecha Landfill are owned and operated by Orange County (OC) Waste & Recycling (County of Orange). The Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill accepts a maximum of 8,000 tons per day (tpd). As of November 2014, it had a remaining capacity of 148.8 million cubic yards. Closure of this landfill is anticipated in 2021. The Bowerman Landfill accepts a maximum of 11,500 tpd. As of February 2008, it had a remaining capacity of 266 million cubic yards. Closure of this landfill is anticipated in 2053 (CalRecycle 2018a, 2018c).  The proposed Project involves demolition of the existing structures and paved surfaces on the Project site, which would generate debris to be hauled off site. In accordance with Section 4.408 of the CALGreen Code, at least 65 percent of demolition and construction debris would need to be diverted from landfills by recycling, reuse, and/or salvage (see RR UTL-5). Solid waste generation during demolition and construction activities for the proposed Project would be short-term and could be accommodated within the remaining capacities of the landfills owned and operation by OC Waste & Recycling (Arnau 2018).  Solid waste collection services in the City are provided by CR&R, which would provide automated three cart system weekly service to the Project, with wastes brought to their transfer and material recovery facilities in Stanton and San Juan Capistrano (CR&R 2018). The City of Orange implements 44 waste diversion programs, including residential curbside, residential drop-off, residential buy-back, residential curbside green waste collection, public education program, and special collection events (CalRecycle 2016d). The residents of the Project are expected to participate in these programs. 
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OC Waste & Recycling has indicated that the Project would be served by the Olinda Alpha Landfill located at 1942 North Valencia Avenue in Brea (Arnau 2018). According to California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), the City of Orange had disposal rates of 6.0 pounds per resident per day (CalRecycle 2018b). Using this rate, the proposed Project’s estimated 98 residents would generate approximately 588 pounds of solid wastes per day (or 107.3 tons per year).6 This solid waste volume (0.29 ton or 25.9 cubic yards per day) would be considered a negligible amount of the daily capacity (8,000 and 11,500 tpd) of the Olinda Alpha Landfill and Frank R. Bowerman Landfill and their remaining capacities (148.8 and 266 million cubic yards).  The existing shopping center currently generates solid wastes that would be eliminated with the proposed Project. OC Waste & Recycling has also indicated that the Orange County landfill system has sufficient capacity to accommodate the solid wastes generated by the proposed Project on a project-specific and cumulative basis (Arnau 2018). No significant impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements:  
RR UTL-5 The Project contractor shall recycle, reuse, and/or salvage at least 65 percent of demolition and construction debris, in accordance with Section 4.408 of the CALGreen Code. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

e)  Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? State, County, and local agencies with regulatory authority related to solid waste disposal include CalRecycle, OC Waste & Recycling, and the City of Orange. Regulations specifically applicable to the proposed Project include the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill [AB] 939), California Solid Waste Re-use and Recycling Access Act, AB 341, Mandatory Commercial Organics Recycling (AB1826), and the CALGreen Code, as adopted by the City.  AB 939, which requires every County and City in the State to prepare a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) to its Solid Waste Management Plan, identifies how each jurisdiction will meet the State’s mandatory waste diversion goal of 50 percent by and after the year 2000. According to CalRecycle, the City of Orange has disposal rate targets of 10.1 pounds per resident per day and 14.4 pounds per employee per day. In 2017, the City’s actual disposal rates were 6.0 pounds per resident per day and 7.1 pounds per employee per day (CalRecycle 2018b). Thus, in compliance with AB 939, the City of Orange is consistently diverting more than 50 percent of its waste stream since 2007.  The California Solid Waste Re-use and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (California Public Resources Code, Sections 42900–42911) directs the California Integrated Waste Management Board (now CalRecycle) to draft a “model ordinance” for the disposal of construction waste associated with development projects. Section 4.408 of the CALGreen Code, as adopted by the City by reference, requires preparation of a construction waste management plan that outlines ways in which the contractor would recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum of 65 percent of the nonhazardous  6  Assuming 8.88 cubic yards per ton, the Project would generate 952.8 cubic yards of wastes per year. 
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construction and demolition debris. During the demolition and construction phase, the proposed Project would comply with the CALGreen Code through the recycling and reuse of at least 65 percent of the nonhazardous construction and demolition debris from the Project (see RR UTL-5).  On October 6, 2011, the California Governor signed AB 341, establishing a State policy goal that no less than 75 percent of solid waste generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020. The bill also mandates local jurisdictions to implement commercial recycling by July 1, 2012 for businesses and public entities generating four cubic yards of trash or more and multi-family residential dwellings with five or more units. Solid waste storage and collection at the Project would comply with Chapter 8.28, Garbage, of the Municipal Code. The proposed residences would have regular waste collection services; be provided with recycling bins for residential solid waste, recyclables, and organics recycling to promote residential recycling; and be encouraged to participate in the City’s solid waste diversion programs. As discussed in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Subsequent IS/MND, hazardous wastes generated during demolition and construction activities would be disposed of in accordance with existing regulations (including RR HAZ-3 and RR HAZ-4 for the handling of ACM wastes and RR HAZ-2 for the handling of LBP). Similarly, hazardous material use during construction and occupancy of the proposed Project, including maintenance activities, would be conducted in compliance with applicable regulations. No conflict with statutes and regulations related to solid waste would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Regulatory Requirements: See RR HAZ-2 through RR HAZ-4 and RR UTL-5 above 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 WILDFIRE 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 

the project: 
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Impact a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?      b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?      
c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?      
d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?      

 

August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND 

This topic as a stand-alone section was not included in the 2015 MND, based on the CEQA Environmental 
Checklist (Appendix G).  A summary of wildfire is provided in Section 4.9,  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials.  

Supplemental Evaluation 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the Project:  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?  The proposed Project is not within a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) as defined by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention (CalFire). As stated in Checklist Response 4.9.f, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the City of Orange has an emergency plan, termed an “Emergency Operations Plan,” prepared in accordance with the State Office of Emergency Services guidelines for multi-hazard functional planning (Orange 2010a). However, the Project site is not in the vicinity of any emergency evacuation corridors, and North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue are not designated evacuation corridors in the Public Safety Element of the Orange General Plan. Temporary lane closures on adjacent streets (North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue) may be required during the short-term construction period in order to connect the proposed Project to the existing utility infrastructure within these roadways. However, Project construction would not involve full closure of any public roadway during construction. Implementation of traffic control measures during construction in accordance with the City of Orange Department of Public Works Standard Plans & Specifications (City Standard Plans) and Chapter 12.02, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, of the Municipal Code, which adopts the Greenbook by reference (see RR HAZ-5), would reduce the potential for traffic hazards and the obstruction of access to adjacent parcels. Additionally, because Checklist Response thresholds 4.20a through 4.20d apply only to those projects that are “located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire 
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hazard severity zones”, no impacts related to these thresholds would occur, and no mitigation is required.  In the long-term, the Project would provide an access driveway off East Grove Avenue that would be used for emergency response to the site and for emergency evacuation of the site. The Project would not affect emergency response or emergency evacuation of adjacent land uses. Additionally, as indicated above, North Orange Olive Road and East Grove Avenue are not designated evacuation corridors in the Public Safety Element of the Orange General Plan. Additionally, because Checklist Response thresholds 4.20a through 4.20d apply only to those projects that are “located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones”, no impacts related to these thresholds would occur, and no mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby 
expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? As indicated in Checklist Response IX.g, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the Project site is located in a highly urbanized area of the City, and there are no large, undeveloped areas and/or steep slopes on or near the site that may pose wildfire hazards. The site and the surrounding areas are not located in designated VHFHSZ, as identified by the CalFire. Rather, the site is within a Non-VHFHSZ area, with the nearest VHFHSZ located approximately 2.1 miles northeast of the site (CalFire 2011). Additionally, based on review of Figure PS-1, Environmental and Natural Hazard Policy Map in the Public Safety Element of the General Plan, the Project site is not located within designated Wildland Very High Fire Hazard Areas or Wildland High Fire Hazard Areas (Orange 2010a). Therefore, the Project is not expected to exacerbate wildfire risks and create pollutants associated with wildfire or uncontrolled spread of wildfire. Additionally, because Checklist Response thresholds 4.20a through 4.20d apply only to those projects that are “located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones”, no impacts related to these thresholds would occur. No mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire 
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?  As previously described, the proposed Project is not within a designated VHFHSZ as defined by CalFire. As discussed in Section 3.0, Project Description, the site is located in a highly urbanized area and surrounded by developed land on all sides. While Project construction would result in temporary lane closures, it would not involve full closure of any public roadway during construction. Implementation of traffic control measures during construction in accordance with the City of Orange Department of Public Works Standard Plans & Specifications (City Standard Plans) and Chapter 12.02, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, of the Municipal Code, which 



Cohen Property 
Revised Draft Subsequent Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 

 
R:\Projects\CLT\010100\Environmental Document\Subsequent MND\July 2020\Cohen Property_Revised IS-MND-072720.docx4-123 Environmental Analysis 

adopts the Greenbook by reference (see RR HAZ-5), would reduce the potential for traffic hazards and the obstruction of access to adjacent parcels. All proposed structures would be constructed to meet current building and fire codes. Implementation of the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Additionally, because Checklist Response thresholds 4.20a through 4.20d apply only to those projects that are “located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones”, no impacts related to these thresholds would occur. No mitigation is required.  
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?  As previously described, the proposed Project is not within a designated VHFHSZ as defined by CalFire. The Project is located in a highly urbanized area that is located in a generally flat topographical area away from downslope or landslide areas. Proposed drainage changes are described in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. Specifically, implementation of the Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: No Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required   
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 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
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Impact a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 
    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (‘Cumulatively considerable’ means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 
    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?     

 
August 2015 Orange-Olive Residential Development Project MND Because the Phase I Project MND site was an infill development project occupied by a vehicle storage facility at the time of preparation of the Phase I MND, it was determined that the site was not populated or used by any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status, and did not contain habitat that would support sensitive species.   It was also determined that there were no historical resources located within Phase I MND site. However, the Phase I MND identified two mitigation measures in the event unknown resources were discovered during ground disturbing activities. With implementation of mitigation measures, impacts to cultural and paleontological resources were less than significant.  All potential Phase I Project MND impacts were identified and mitigation measures were identified, where applicable, to reduce all potential impacts to less than significant.  In addition, cumulative impacts were determined to be less than significant.  
Supplemental Evaluation 

Would the Project: 

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
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animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?  There are no sensitive biological resources, habitats, or species on the Project site that would be affected by the Project. As indicated in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of this Subsequent IS/MND, given the current developed condition and the existing trees and shrubs on the site, migratory birds may nest on the vegetation on-site. However, MM BIO-1 would avoid impacts to active bird nests during construction of the Project. Impacts on migratory birds would be less than significant after mitigation. There are no historic resources on the Project site that would be impacted by the proposed Project. Additionally, implementation of MM CULT-1 would prevent or reduce impacts on buried archaeological resources and tribal cultural resources that may be uncovered during grading and excavation activities. Implementation of MM GEO-2 would also mitigate impacts on paleontological resources. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the Project’s potential impacts on cultural resources and tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.  Therefore, the Project would not substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

Mitigation Measures: MM BIO-1, MM CULT-1, and MM GEO-2 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact 

b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (‘Cumulatively 
considerable’ means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, 
and the effects of probable future projects)? As identified in the preceding analyses, all Project-level impacts have been determined to be less than significant with or without compliance with regulatory requirements or mitigated to a level considered less than significant with incorporation of mitigation measures. While the Project would contribute to potential environmental effects related to Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, and Noise, these impacts would not be cumulatively considerable, since mitigation measures would be implemented to avoid or reduce potential impacts associated with these environmental issues. As discussed in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Subsequent IS/MND, the Project’s air quality and GHG impacts would be less than significant and its impacts would not be considered cumulatively considerable. The residential development to the north is expected to be fully occupied by the time the proposed Project is planned to begin construction in 2019. Similarly, the renovations at Shaffer Park were completed and the Park reopened in April 2019. Since the construction of these adjacent projects would not overlap with the Project, the construction-related impacts of the Project (e.g., pollutant emissions, GHG emissions, demolition and construction noise and debris, construction traffic and roadway encroachments) would not lead to cumulative impacts on the same sensitive receptors and intersections in the area. Review of the City’s pending land use applications shows that no new development or redevelopment is planned adjacent to the site and projects proposed within a mile of the site include office projects 
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and an industrial remodel west and southwest of the site (west of the BNSF railroad tracks); an assisted living facility and a market to the northeast, and two single-family homes to the southeast (Orange 2018j). These development projects would be subject to environmental review by the City, pursuant to CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City’s Local CEQA Guidelines, to determine if they would lead to cumulative environmental effects as part of the appropriate CEQA analysis for each project. Since the proposed Project would not have significant impacts after mitigation, the impacts of the Project are not expected to result in cumulatively considerable impacts when added to the impacts of other projects planned or proposed in the vicinity of the site. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact  
Mitigation Measures: None required 

Significance Determination After Mitigation: Not applicable, as no mitigation is required 

c) Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? Based on the environmental analyses above, with compliance with applicable regulatory requirements and/or the implementation of mitigation measures, the Project would have less than significant impacts on humans, as it relates to the following environmental issue areas: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Energy, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildfire.  The proposed Project’s impacts on the following issue areas would be significant and would require the implementation of mitigation measures: Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, and Noise. All impacts would be avoided or reduced to less than significant levels after mitigation. Therefore, with implementation as identified below, the proposed Project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, with the implementation of mitigation measures. All impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
Significance Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation  

Mitigation Measures: MM BIO-1, MM CULT-1, MM GEO-1, MM GEO-2, MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-6 
Significance Determination After Mitigation: Less Than Significant Impact  
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AIR QUALITY, ENERGY AND GHG MODELING DATA 
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D1 PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT 
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APPENDIX E 
 

PRELIMINARY WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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NOISE MONITORING RESULTS 
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FIRE FLOW STUDY 
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